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“  The  human  mind,”  said  Professor  Miller,  of  Glasgow,  “  re¬ 
volts  at  a  serious  discussion  of  the  subject  of  slavery.  Every 
individual,  whatever  be  his  country  or  complexion,  is  entitled  to 
freedom.” 

"Whilst  the  above  is  true,  and  readily  seen  by  minds  always 
accustomed  to  free  institutions,  and  never  blurred  by  opposite 
teachings  and  customs,  yet  the  history  of  the  past  tells  us,  that 
where  institutions  have  been  made  familiar  by  use,  hallowed  by 
time,  and  sanctioned  by  the  highest  civil  and  religious  authority, 
the  human  mind  may  be  induced  to  embrace  and  practice  that 
which  is  opposed  to  the  noblest  feelings  of  our  nature,  and  the 
plainest  principles  of  natural  justice.  Under  such  influences,  the 
mother  has  been  induced  to  throw  her  smiling  babe  into  the 
arms  of  burning  Moloch ;  and  the  father  to  stand  with  approv¬ 
ing  silence  by,  whilst  its  infant  shrieks,  amidst  devouring  flames, 
were  drowned  by  the  hoarse  voice  of  Tophet’s  drums,  and  the 
frantic  yells  of  religious  devotees. 

By  such  influence  among  the  nations  of  antiquity,  renowned 
for  learning,  intellectual  strength  and  sagacity,  the  arbitrary 
murder  of  the  wife  by  the  husband,  the  child  by  the  parent,  have 
been  regarded  as  lawful,  and  praised  by  the  deluded  populace. 
Idolatry,  theft,  adultery,  every  sin  forbidden  in  the  decalogue, 
have  in  different  ages  been  sanctioned  by  law,  and  practiced  by 
the  people,  as  consistent  with  right,  and  even  praiseworthy.  How 
true  are  the  words  so  often  quoted  : 

“  Vice  is  a  monster  of  such  frightful  mien, 

As  to  he  hated  needs  but  to  be  seen  ; 

But  seen  too  oft,  familiar  with  her  face, 

W e  first  endure,  then  pity,  then  embrace.” 

With  the  above  facts  before  us,  it  is  not  a  strange  thing  that 
slaveholding,  when  sanctioned  by  the. law  of  the  land,  rendered 
familiar  by  every  day’s  occurrence,  practiced  by  kind  and  be¬ 
loved  parents,  and  by  revered  Christian  friends;  apologized  for 
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by  the  pastor  from  the  sacred  desk,  with  whose  name  and  labors 
are  associated  our  very  hopes  of  heaven ;  and  last  of  all,  enforced 
by  the  judges  of  our  civil  courts,  with  sacred  book  in  hand ; — 
with  all  these  influences,  goaded  on  by  hearts  too  full  of  covet¬ 
ousness,  and  too  fond  of  ease,  it  is  not  strange  that  even  slave- 
holdincy  should  be  deemed  at  least  tolerable. 

Nor  will  it  be  deemed  a  useless  work  to  frame  a  serious  and 
extended  argument,  to  remove  teachings  engraven  by  the  highest 
human  authority,  and  the  dearest  associations.  “  Even  the 
slave-trade,”  says  H.  Gregoire,  “  has  been  a  subject  of  discussion 
for  more  than  twenty  years  in  the  British  Parliament ;  and  so 
distinguished  for  talents  and  sophistry  have  been  some  of  its 
abettors,  that  a  refutation  of  their  false  reasoning  became  highly 
useful ,  and  even  necessary.”  Clarkson  tells  us  the  same 
inhuman  practice  was  not  only  sanctioned  by  the  laws  of  the 
laud,  in  his  day,  but  defended  as  a  religious  institution.  Though 
this  foreign  slave-trade  is  declared  by  the  American  Government 
to  be  piracy,  and  punishable  with  death ;  and  though  domestic 
slavery  is  in  nature,  practice  and  crime,  the  same  as  the  foreign 
slave-trade,  (viz. :  the  robbing  innocent  men  and  women  of  their 
natural  liberty ,)  yet  so  numerous  are  its  defenders,  and  so  dis¬ 
tinguished  for  talents  and  authority  are  some  of  its  apologists, 
that  “  a  refutation  of  their  false  reasoning  is  highly  useful,  and 
even  necessary .”  Although  there  are  a  multitude  of  persons, 
who,  after  all  this  pro-slavery  teaching,  do  not  feel  satisfied,  and 
say  that  “  somehow  or  other  it  is  not  exactly  right,”  yet  they 
cannot  tell  definitely  where  and  how  it  is  forbidden.  This  want 
of  definite  knowledge — of  ready  weapons — deprives  them  of  cour¬ 
age  to  attack.  If  they  had  the  armor,  there  would  soon  be 
thousands  of  valiant  soldiers  in  the  fields — yea,  upon  the  sunny 
plains  of  the  South — we  mean  soldiers  engaged  only  in  a  moral 
warfare. 

Also,  there  is  in  the  South  a  vast  amount  of  teaching  like  the 
following:  “In  olden  times  there  were  some  practices,  such  as 
concubinage,  arbitrary  divorce,  and  slavery,  which  God  ‘winked 
at’ — tolerated.  The  apostles  got  rid  of  the  first  two  of  these 
practices,  but  saw  fit  to  continue  the  toleration  of  the  latter.” 
Taking  the  former  for  granted — as  true,  many  suppose  slavery  is 
one  of  the  things  to  be  tolerated.  And  we  believe  all  those 
books  written  by  anti-slavery  men,  on  the  principle  and  on  the 
admission  that  God  did  tolerate  some  antichristian  practices,  and 
among  others  slavery,  unrebuked  in  the  Church,  yet  inculcated 
principles  opposed  to  them,  and  such  as  would  eventually  wear 
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them  out — all  such  books,  and  all  such  teaching,  we  believe  to 
be  erroneous,  and  wholly  inadequate  to  the  end — the  removal  of 
slavery.  In  despite  of  the  most  labored  arguments,  the  people 
will  still  say  and  believe,  that  if  these  practices  were  not  sinful 
then,  they  are  not  sinful  now ;  if  Christians  might  practice 
them  then,  they  may  practice  them  now :  the  circumstances  of 
time  and  place  cannot  change  moral  right  or  wrong'. 

We  need ,  then,  a  different  kind  of  teaching.  And  it  was  in 
view  of  the  above  facts  that  a  worthy  President  of  one  of  our 
Southern  colleges  said  to  me  :  “We  need  an  anti-slavery  man¬ 
ual,  giving  a  concise  yet  comprehensive  Bible  argument  showing 
slavery  to  he  sin  ;  and  one  that  we  can  put  in  the  hands  of  every 
man  in  the  South.” 

As  a  citizen  of  the  South — as  one  who  has  been  bom  and 
reared  in  the  midst  of  slavery — as  one  who  has  lived  and 
labored  along  with  slaves  from  infancy  to  manhood,  and  who  has 
seen  slavery  in  its  workings  from  its  northern  to  its  southern 
boundary,  I  believe  the  words  of  that  President  to  be  true.  Prior 
to  this,  because  God  in  his  providence  had  thrown  my  lot  in 
the  land  of  slavery,  and  made  me  acquainted  with  its  workings, 
and  the  feelings  of  those  involved  in  it,  I  felt  called  and  had  con¬ 
secrated  my  life  to  the  work  of  preaching  the  gospel  of  love  to 
all  men,  designed  to  remove  that  common  enemy  of  religion,  of 
virtue,  of  knowledge,  and  of  human  happiness — slavery. 

In  1844, 1  delivered  in  outline  the  argument  contained  in  the 
following  chapters,  to  some  of  the  citizens  of  my  native  county — 
Bracken  county,  Kentucky.  In  1845,  I  delivered  the  same  in 
Lewis  county,  to  the  congregation  to  which  I  now  minister.  In 
1846,  by  request,  I  sent  the  whole  argument  to  the  “True 
American,”  in  which,  in  a  series  of  numbers,  the  argument  was 
published.  At  the  suggestion  of  some  friends,  I  have  revised 
these  numbers,  and  collected  them  into  chapters  in  their  present 
form.  And  as  the  whole  is  designed  to  be  a  kind  of  manual 
for  the  aid  of  those  who  are  desirous  to  gather  truth  and  facts 
on  the  all-absorbing  question,  I  have  felt  free,  for  the  sake  of 
enforcing  the  original  plan,  to  make  some  extracts  from  authors 
which  have  appeared  since  the  publication  of  the  original  num¬ 
bers.  . 

Our  argument  is  chiefly  a  Bible  argument ;  because, 

1.  We  need  to  enlist  the  conscience.  Said  a  late  writer,  “  The 
more  I  see  of  slavery,  the  more  am  I  convinced  that  whenever 
we  move  against  slavery,  we  should  do  so  from  the  consideration 
that  it  is  sin  against  God.  For,”  said  he,  “  whenever  we  lose 
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sight  of  this  fact,  we  lose  our  hold  upon  conscience.”  The 
loss  of  this  is  a  great  loss.  Facts  prove  that  it  is  conscience  that 
has  nerved  the  arm,  fired  the  heart,  and  emboldened  the  soul  in 
all  great  struggles  for  truth  and  liberty.  It  has  given  perma¬ 
nency,  as  well  as  potency,  to  action.  So  great  is  the  desire  for 
popularity,  and  the  unwillingness  to  meet  opposition,  that  unless 
we  can  get  men  to  feel  that  they  owe  a  duty  to  then-  fellow-man, 
the  cause  of  truth,  and  of  God — that  unless  they  move  forward 
in  behalf  of  the  oppressed,  their  own  souls  cannot  be  unspotted 
from  guilt ;  even  the  non-slaveholder  is  apt  to  “  hear  slightly  ” 
the  cries  of  patriotism  and  philanthropy. 

With  the  slaveholder,  who  has  hundreds  and  thousands 
invested  in  his  slaves,  unless  we  can  awaken  his  conscience — lay 
the  hand  upon  his  soul  and  cause  it  to  tremble  for  its  future  and 
immortal  interests,  we  shall  find  it  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to 
convince  him  that  it  is  his  duty,  and  for  his  good,  that  he  should 
make  a  sacrifice  of  his  present  interests,  and  “  let  the  oppressed 
go  free.” 

2.  The  Bible,  in  our  country,  is  the  standard  of  light.  Its 
decisions  are  final.  And  there  is  not  a  judge  upon  the  bench, 
nor  a  jury  in  the  land,  who  will  decide  in  opposition  to  what  are 
the  generally  received  teachings  of  the  Bible.  If  these  teachings 
or  interpretations  be  wrong,  they  will  decide  with  them,  because 
they  understand  them  to  be  the  teachings  of  the  Bible.  If,  there¬ 
fore,  the  common  interpretation  of  the  Bible  be  wrong,  then 
there  is  the  greater  necessity  that  a  correct  interpretation  be 
placed  in  the  hands  of  every  man — of  every  juror — that  his  decis¬ 
ions  may  not  only  be  made  in  accordance  with  what  he  shall 
suppose  to  be  the  Bible,  but  also  with  truth  and  right. 

3.  We  appeal  to  the  Bible,  because  the  apologists  of  slavery 
also  appeal  to  it,  and,  as  we  believe,  by  false  interpretations, 
make  it  to  support  despotism  of  the  grossest  form.  We  wish  to 
see  it  free  from  such  perversions.  We  wish  to  make  no  new  or 
foreign  interpretations,  but  simply  tear  off  the  false  glosses  that 
have  been  placed  upon  it,  that  it  may  shine  with  its  original  purity 
and  righteousness. 

In  this  exposition  we  have  indulged  a  little  in  verbal  criticisms 
This  we  have  done  because  much  of  the  pro-slavery  argument  in 
the  South,  at  least  in  Kentucky,  is  interwoven  with,  or  built,  upon 
Greek  and  Hebrew  criticisms.  And  I  know  that  many  persons 
seem  to  think  the  pro-slavery  argument  is  strengthened,  by  the 
fact  that  it  is  backed' by  such  an  array  of  learning.  In  order  to 
the  greatest  good,  it  is  necessary  to  meet  this  array  of  learning, 
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and  by  this  means  expose  the  deceptions,  that  no  soul  be  delu¬ 
ded,  and  that  the  advocates  of  freedom  may  have  their  positions 
strongly  fortified,  and  their  confidence  unwavering.  In  our  criti¬ 
cisms,  we  have  endeavored  to  present  them  so  that  the  common 
reader  will  see  their  force  and  propriety. 

In  order  that  the  evil  of  slavery  may  be  fully  seen,  we  have 
also  incorporated  some  facts,  showing  the  evil  effects  of  slavery 
upon  general  intelligence — upon  the  domestic  and  social  rela¬ 
tions  of  fife — upon  the  efficiency  of  the  Church,  and  the  purity  of 
religion. 

Its  corrupting  influence  upon  the  gospel  calls  loudly  for  the 
interposition  of  every  voice  in  the  land — of  every  lover  of  virtue, 
and  of  all  who  love  the  salvation  of  the  soul  of  the  master,  as  well 
as  the  slave.  The  Bible  teaches  us  that  the  sum  and  essence  of 
all  religion  is  supreme  love  to  God,  and  equal  love  to  our  neigh¬ 
bor;  that  there  is  no  religion  without  this.  See  Luke  x.  27  ; 
Matt.  xxii.  37—40.  And  it  is  delusion  to  hope  that  we  love 
God  when  we  do  not  love  our  neighbor  as  ourselves  ;  for,  “  He 
that  loveth  not  his  brother  whom  he  hath  seen,  how  can  he 
love  God  whom  he  hath  not  seen?”  (John  iv.  20.)  “And  if  ye 
love  me,  keep  my  commandments.”  (John  xiv.  15.)  The  prac¬ 
tical  teaching  of  slavery  is  the  opposite  of  all  this,  and  yet  it  is 
alleged  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  religion  of  the  Bible.  The 
purity  of  religion,  then,  and  the  salvation  of  the  soul,  require 
us  to  speak.  Silence  is  treason  to  God — -treachery  to  man.  We 
honestly  believe  that  the  policy  of  those  who  keep  silence  on  this 
subject,  in  order  that  they  may  not  waken  the  prejudice  of  the 
master,  and  thus  have  “  access  to  master  and  slave,”  is  as  ruinous 
in  practice,  as  it  is  corrupting  in  principle. 

The  Word  of  God  (1  Cor.  vi.  10)  says,  “Drunkards  shall  not 
enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven.”  This,  of  course,  means  a  deliber¬ 
ate  and  unrepenting  drunkard.  Now,  suppose  some  individuals, 
or  denominations,  in  order  not  to  awaken  the  prejudice  of  drunk¬ 
ards,  and  to  get  access  to  them,  should  apologize  for  drunken¬ 
ness,  saying  it  was  a  patriarchal  practice,  as  in  the  case  of  those 
good  men,  Noah  and  Lot ;  or,  if  they  did  not  apologize  for  it,  say, 
“We  will  be  silent — we  will  go  along  and  preach  the  gospel, 
[a  part  of  the  gospel  they  mean,]  and  let  these  licensed  sins 
alone ;”  saying  pervertingly,  “  Be  subject  to  the  powers  that 
be.”  What  would  be  the  consequence  of  such  a  policy  ?  Drunk¬ 
enness  would  be  multiplied  all  over  the  land,  and  drunkards 
would  go  to  the  Judgment  bar  deluded  by  false  teaching. 

By  such  a  policy  the  gospel  would  be  lowered  in  its  claims, 
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and  deprived  of  its  power  to  purify  society — be  converted  into  a 
mere  “  conscience-plaster,”  quieting  the  inebriate  in  his  lust,  until 
at  the  Judgment  day  he  beholds — O  my  God!  too  late — that 
he  is  still  in  his  sins ;  and  with  anguish  of  soul,  he  cries,  Farewell, 
heaven  !  farewell  for  ever  !  ! 

Now,  reader,  the  same  scripture  (1  Cor.  vi.  10)  which  says 
drunkards  shall  notenter  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  says  also,  No 
extortioner  shall  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven.  That  slave¬ 
holding  is  the  worst  form  of  extortion,  few  will  deny.  To  be  silent, 
then,  is  to  teach  men  that  they  may  live  in  the  worst  species  of 
extortion,  and  yet  go  to  heaven.  It  is  to  deprive  the  gospel  of 
its  power  to  remove  such  sins  ;  leave  the  poor  slave  ground 
down  in  ignorance ;  and  cheat  the  master  out  of  the  salvation 
of  his  soul.  Oh,  the  criminality  of  such  a  course !  Will  not  the 
blood  of  souls  he  required  at  the  hands  of  those  watchmen  who 
refuse  “  to  speak,  to  warn”  the  extortioner  “  from  his  way  ?”  “  His 
blood  will  I  require  at  their  hands.”  (See  Ezekiel  xxxiii.  8.)  And 
would  it  not  be  better  that  the  South  should  be  without  a  gospel 
ministry,  than  with  one  which  corrupts  the  Word  of  God,  and 
allows  practices  which  as  effectually  exclude  from  heaven  as 
heathen  darkness  itself?  I  believe  it.  Moreover,  if  the  South 
had  not  a  delusive  gospel,  which  now  gives  a  partial  quietus  to 
conscience,  she  would  soon  seek  a  pure  gospel,  or  a  whole  gos¬ 
pel  ;  for  “  all  that  a  man  hath,  will  he  give  for  his  life.”  Let 
churches  go,  rather  than  delude  them  with  false  hopes,  and  cor¬ 
rupt  the  very  standard  of  right.  Christ  and  his  apostles  often 
left,  if  men  would  not  hear  the  whole  truth.  Then,  as  we  desire 
the  purity  of  the  gospel,  and  the  never-dying  soul  of  the  master 
as  well  as  the  slave,  we  must  in  faithfulness  speak. 

Did  we  do  otherwise,  you  would  say  we  are  “  hirelings  who 
flee  when  we  see  the  wolf  coming.”  But  the  good  shepherd,  the 
true  pastor  will  stand  by  the  sheep,  and  raise  the  warning  voice, 
because  he  loves  the  sheep,  and  fears  his  God.  (John  x.  12.) 
We  are  free  to  say,  we  believe  there  are  good  and  conscientious 
men  who  pursue  the  policy  of  saying  nothing  about  the  sinful¬ 
ness  of  slavery.  But  charity  for  the  men  should  not  lead  us  to 
overlook  their  practice,  which  we  believe  to  be  delusive  and  ruin¬ 
ous.  With  these  views,  to  remain  silent  is  to  be  unloyal  to  God, 
and  unfaithful  to  both  master  and  slave. 

This,  then,  dear  reader,  is  our  reason  for  speaking  against  a 
sin  sanctioned  by  law,  and  practiced  by  men  we  love. 

We  have  endeavored  to  speak  in  a  spirit  of  love  and  kindness ; 
for  we  know  the  difficulties  of  those  involved  in  slaveholding. 
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We  know  the  biasing  effect  of  education,  of  example,  of  interest, 
and  of  prejudice.  We  know,  too,  the  anxiety  of  an  awakened 
conscience  on  the  question  of  human  rights — the  enslavement  of 
our  fellow-men,  the  brethren  of  Christ,  and  the  children  of  our 
heavenly  Father.  We  know  the  solicitude  of  those  who  really 
wish  to  Jcnow  what  is  truth  on  this  question,  which  is  now  the 
gTeat  question  in  Church  and  State.  We  have,  therefore,  written 
such  truths  as  were  effective  in  awakening  our  own  minds,  with 
the  hope  that  they  may  be  found  useful  to  others. 

Reader,  our  interests  are  identified  with  yours  ;  and  we  have 
no  motive  to  say  or  do  any  thing  on  this  subject,  but  such  as  is 
drawn  from  duty  to  God  and  man.  About  this  subject  we  may 
honestly  differ  ;  yet  let  us  have  charity  for  each  other,  and  a  mu¬ 
tual  expression  of  our  honest  convictions  of  truth  ;  remembering 
that  it  is  by  the  free  expression  of  opinion  that  the  landmarks  of 
truth  are  advanced ;  that  “  truth  has  nothing  to  fear  from  error, 
so  long  as  she  is  left  free  to  combat  it and  that  freedom  of 
thought  and  liberty  of  speech  are  natural  and  constitutional 
rights. 
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SLAVERY  DEFINED. 

“  Compared  with  slavery,”  said  Dr.  Fuller,  of  South  Carolina, 
“  all  other  questions  that  agitate  the  minds  of  men  in  the  United 
States  are  really  trifling.”  The  great  point  to  be  settled  in  refer¬ 
ence  to  this  question  is,  whether  it  is  in  itself  sinful.  As  the 
standard  of  right  and  wrong  in  our  country  is  the  Bible,  our 
decision  of  this  question  must  be  made  by  an  appeal  to  the 
teaching  of  the  Bible  on  the  subject. 

But  before  we  can  call  in  the  decision  of  the  Bible,  we  must 
define  what  is  meant  by  slavery,  or  what  relation  constitutes  a 
man  a  slave.  Much  confusion  on  this  subject  has  arisen  from 
the  want  of  correct  definitions. 

“  The  term  slave,”  says  Dr.  Johnson,  “  is  derived  from  Slavi 
or  Slavonians,  who  were  subdued  and  sold  by  the  Venitians,  and 
signifies  one  mancipated  or  sold  to  a  master.”  Mancipation,  on 
the  same  authority,  is  involuntary  obligation — slavery.  The  Latin 
mancipium,  from  which  the  word  mancipated  is  derived,  signifies, 
(1)  property,  or  right  of  perpetual  possession,  as  lands ;  (2)  a 
slave. 

A  slave,  then ,  is  one  who,  without  his  consent ,  is  held  as  prop¬ 
erty ,  before  and  after  he  is  of  aye — during  lifetime  ;  and  that  in 
such  a  manner  that  he  may  acquire  nothing,  possess  nothing, 
nor  do  any  thing  either  for  himself,  his  wife,  his  family,  his 
church,  his  country,  his  God,  but  with  the  consent  of  his  master. 

And  slavery  is  that  relation  in  which  unoffending  human 
beings  are,  without  their  consent,  made  and  held  as  property  for 
lifetime. 

That  the  slave  is  thus  held,  and  is  one  in  this  relation  is 
proved — 

1 .  By  the  laws  of  slave  States.  “  A  slave  is  one  who  is  in  the 
power  of  a  master,  to  whom  he  belongs.  The  master  may  sell 
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him,  dispose  of  his  person,  his  industry  and  his  labor.  He  can 
do  nothing,  possess  nothing,  nor  acquire  any  thing  but  what  must 
belong  to  his  master.”  (Code  of  Louisiana.) 

“  Slaves  shall  be  deemed,  sold,  taken,  and  reputed  to  be  chat¬ 
tels  personal  in  the  hands  of  their  owners  and  possessors,  their 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  to  all  intents,  constructions 
and  purposes  whatsoever.”  (See  Laws  of  South  Carolina,  Stroud, 

p.  22.) 

2.  From  similarity  of  tenure  with  other  property,  in  all  slave 
States.  What  we  hold  as  property,  we  use  and  dispose  of  as  we 
please,  without  consulting  the  will  of  said  property.  So,  the  will, 
interest,  happiness  or  duties  of  the  slave  may  be  wholly  disre¬ 
garded. 

3.  From  claim  of  the  master.  lie  claims  his  slave,  not  as  a 
hireling,  child  or  ward,  but  as  Ms  property. 

To  prevent  confounding  the  above  relation  with  those  which 
are  lawful  and  necessary,  I  remark : 

I.  All  who  perform  involuntary  service  fur  others  are  not 
slaves  ;  otherwise,  unwilling  jurors,  or  those  citizens  compelled 
to  fight  for  a  season  the  battles  of  their  country,  would  be  slaves. 
Much  error  and  confusion  have  arisen  from  defining  slavery  to  be 
merely  involuntary  servitude.  Involuntary  servitude  is  a  part  of 
slavery,  but  not  the  whole  of  it. 

Dr.  Fuller  and  Dr.  Rice,  (in  substance,)  with  many  other  apol¬ 
ogists  for  slavery,  have  assumed  Raley’s  definition — “  an  obliga¬ 
tion  to  labor  for  the  benefit  of  the  master,  without  the  contract 
or  consent  of  the  servant,”  as  a  correct  definition  of  slavery.  If 
this  definition  be  correct,  then,  as  a  child  is  under  obligation  to 
perform  service  for  the  parent  without  contract  or  consent,  there 
would  be  no  difference  between  the  relation  which  a  child  sus¬ 
tains  to  its  parent  and  the  relation  which  a  slave  sustains  to  his 
master.  But  this  is  not  true  ;  for, 

(1.)  The  relation  of  child  to  parent  is  natural.  That  of  the 
slave  to  the  master  is  not.  Freedom  is  the  natural  state  of  all 
men,  so  soon  as  they  attain  the  age  of  manhood. 

(2.)  The  relation  or  obligation  of  the  child  to  the  parent  is 
only  during  the  years  of  minority ;  but  slavery  is  for  life. 

(3.)  The  child  receives  more  than  an  equivalent  for  his  ser¬ 
vices  ;  but  the  slave  does  not  receive  any  thing  like  an  equivalent. 
Slavery  is  continued  only  for  the  supposed  profits  of  extortion. 
If  masters  had  to  give  equivalents  to  their  slaves,  slavery  would 
soon  cease. 

(4.)  The  child,  in  its  natural  relation,  may  never  be  sold.  To 


SLAVERY  DEFINED. 


15 


sell  is  an  abuse  of  the  relation.  But  slavery  makes  one  adult 
man  the  property  of  another  man,  and  therefore  liable  at  all 
times  to  be  sold,  as  other  property. 

Do  you  say,  “  The  master  may  have  the  power  to  sell,  but  he 
ought  not  to  exercise  it ;  and  if  he  don’t,  then  there  is  no  harm 
done  in  holding  the  man  as  a  slave  ?”  We  reply  : 

(1.)  If  it  would  be  wrong  for  the  master  to  exercise  the  power, 
then  it  was  wrong  in  us  to  give  him  the  power.  We  ought  to 
give  no  man  a  power  which  it  would  be  wrong  for  him  to  exercise. 
We  ought  not  to  tempt  him  to  evil.  (2.)  The  liability  of  the 
sale  of  the  slave  does  not  depend  alone  upon  the  will  of  the  mas¬ 
ter.  The  law  has  made  that  slave  property,  and  the  law  holds 
him  liable  to  sale  as  other  property,  irrespective  of  the  wish  of 
either  him  or  his  master.  If  the  master  is  '  i  debt,  becomes 
bankrupt,  the  law  seizes  the  slave,  and  selh  hi; a  to  the  highest 
bidder — the  husband  from  the  wife,  the  wife  from  the  husband, 
the  parent  from  the  child.  Or  if  the  master  dies,  then  the 
law  divides  these  toil-worn  slaves  to  the  heirs  of  the  master. 
And  these  heirs  by  law,  may  sell,  or  separate  these  human 
beings,  just  as  they  do  the  hogs  and  cattle  of  their  father.  They 
are  by  law  made  property,  subject  to  all  the  liabilities  of  prop¬ 
erty. 

Do  you  say,  “  Pass  a  law  forbidding  slaves  to  be  sold  and 
families  to  be  separated?”  We  reply: 

(1.)  You  would  pass  an  abolition  act ;  for  no  man  would  buy 
a  slave  or  slaves  when  he  knew  he  would  be  compelled  to  keep 
that  slave,  irrespective  of  what  his  character  might  prove  to  be, 
or  irrespective  of  the  numbers  that  might  increase  on  his  hands. 

(2.)  With  such  a  law,  slavery  never  could  have  had  an  exist¬ 
ence,  unless  all  enslavers  had  become  practical  kidnappers,  seiz¬ 
ing  men  in  a  state  of  freedom,  and  each  master  for  himself  redu¬ 
cing  his  fellow-man  to  a  state  of  slavery,  which,  Dr.  Rice  says, 
“  was  an  unrighteous  thing.” 

(3.)  Such  a  law  would  really  destroy  slavery,  and  convert  it 
into  something  else — a  mere  bond-service. 

There  is  a  relation  regulated  by  law,  in  which  human  beings 
are  not  only  held  to  involuntary  service  for  life,  but  also  are  held 
as  other  property,  liable  to  sale.  This  relation  differs  from  other 
relations,  and  is,  therefore,  correctly  designated  by  a  different 
and  specific  term.  That  term  is  slavery.  And  the  relation 
above  alluded  to  is  slavery.  But  a  relation  in  which  human 
beings  were  simply  required  to  labor  during  life  for  another, 
without  the  latter  having  power  to  sell  the  servant ;  this  relation 
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would  be  a  different  thing — a  mere  oppressive  bond-service. 
But  we  did  not  set  out  to  discuss  bond-service.  Slavery,  then,  is 
not  mere  obligation  to  perform  service.*  It  includes  property 
tenure  in  man  for  life. 

II.  All  hirelings  are  not  slaves.  This  relation  is  (1.)  volun¬ 
tary  ;  (2.)  for  the  mutual  good  of  the  laborer  and  employer ; 
(3.)  the  rights  of  man  as  man  are  regarded  and  secured. 

III.  All  apprentices  are  not  slaves.  (1.)  This  relation  is  en¬ 
tered  upon  only  as  a  bond-service  during  the  period  of  minority 
in  which  the  law  and  guardian  take  the  natural  and  necessary  rela¬ 
tions  of  parent.  (2.)  For  the  mutual  good  of  apprentice  and 
master.  To  the  apprentice  a  full  equivalent  is  given  for  services 
rendered.  Not  so  with  the  slave.  (3.)  His  rights  as  man  are  all 
the  while  regarded  and  secured.  The  apprentice  is  never  re¬ 
garded  as  in  person  the  'property  of  the  master.  All  the  master 
has,  is  a  claim  to  his  services  for  the  season  of  minority,  or  for  a 
term  of  years.  He  may  not  hold  the  apprentice  beyond  the 
proper  period  for  contracting  the  marriage  relation,  nor  may  he 
sell  the  apprentice.  Thus  with  the  apprentice  the  marriage 
relation  cannot  be  violated,  nor  other  social  and  religious  duties 
be  interrupted.  To  confound  this  relation  with  slavery  is  to  be 
guilty  of  the  grossest  fallacy. 

IV.  The  condition  of  the  serf  or  villein  is  not  slavery.  As  a 
fixture,  he  is  confined  to  the  glebe,  but  he  may  not  be  individu¬ 
ally  sold  and  deprived  of  his  home,  nor  his  wife,  nor  his  children, 
nor  of  religious  privileges  on  the  Sabbath.  The  relation  is  indeed 
oppressive,  and  the  government  which  inflicts  the  oppression 
commits  sin  in  so  doing.  And  if  slavery  and  the  condition  of 
the  serfs  were  precisely  the  same,  slavery  would  also  be  sin,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  not  a  natural  relation,  and  is  a  robbery  of  the  most 
precious  of  all  boons — liberty. 

V.  Slavery  is  not  mere  bond-service  for  a  definite  period  of 
time.  The  Jew  might  sell  himself,  that  is,  his  services,  for  six 
years,  or  until  the  year  of  jubilee.  Still  this  was  not  slavery — 
it  was  voluntary  servitude.  And  the  purchaser  might  not  sell  the 
man.  He  had  only  a  claim  to  his  services ,  for  himself  and  fam¬ 
ily.  In  like  manner,  white  men  in  America  have  sold  their  ser¬ 
vices  for  a  time. 

Nor  was  the  condition  of  the  poor  Jew,  who  was  sold  for  theft, 
until  his  work  should  pay  the  fine,  that  of  American  slavery. 


*  In  this  respect  we  believe  the  Biblical  Repertory,  1836,  pp.  279,  293, 
294,  is  defective. 
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This  was  the  obligation  of  a  criminal  to  perform  service  for  a 
definite  period  of  time. 

Both  of  the  above  cases  differ  from  that  of  a  slave,  in  that  the 
service  of  the  slave  is  the  involuntary  service  of  an  innocent  man 
for  a  lifetime. 

Now  different  relations  or  conditions  should  always  be  distin¬ 
guished  by  different  terms.  Propriety  and  justice  require  it. 
And  as  “  a  definition  of  any  thing  is  that  which  distinguishes  it 
from  every  thing  else,”  slavery  is  not  defined,  until  it  is  distin¬ 
guished  from  every  thing  else. 

Great  confusion  is  made,  and  false  impressions  given,  even  by  an¬ 
ti-slavery  men,  in  calling  the  bond-service  of  the  Mosaic  economy 
slavery,  when  in  reality  it  was  something  else.  It  was  simple 
bond-service,  in  which  children  were  bound  by  parents  until  they 
should  be  “  of  age,”  and  in  the  case  of  adult  servants,  they  hound 
themselves  for  a  term  of  years,  as  we  shall  show.  And  if  it  is  in¬ 
sisted  that  these  servants  were  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  Jew 
without  their  wills  being  consulted,  wc  shall  show  that  the  Jew 
might  not  hold  the  servant  so — in  involuntary  servitude.  Mere 
bond-service  is  not  slavery.* 

But  slavery  is  that  relation  in  which  one  innocent  man,  with¬ 
out  his  consent,  is  made,  for  hfetime,  the  property  of  another,  or 
others.  The  slave  is  held  in  such  manner  that  liis  person,  time, 
labor,  and  all  natural  rights  may  be  controlled  by  his  master,  irre¬ 
spective  of  the  wish  of  the  slave. 

The  question  then  is,  whether  this  relation  is  sanctioned  by  the 
Bible. 


*  A  late  writer,  referring  to  some  valuable  articles  which  he  had  written, 
says:  “We  have  sometimes  used  the  terms  slave  and  slavery  in  the  pre¬ 
ceding  discussion,  but  any  one  can  see  that  the  Mosaic  servitude  hud  none  of 
the  characteristics  of  modern  slavery.”  Why  then,  we  ask,  confound  things 
entirely  dissimilar  by  using  the  same  terms?  As  long  as  our  teachers  call 
the  Mosaic  servitude  slavery,  the  people  will  be  likely  to  infer  that  it  is 
what  it  is  called. 

Mr.  Barnes  has  done  the  same  thing — calling  that  slavery  which  his 
previous  definitions  show  is  not  real  slaverv. 

2* 


CHAPTER  H. 


THE  PROPHECY  CONCERNING  CANAAN. 

The  primitive  grant  given  in  Gen.  i.  26  does  not  sanction 
slavery.  There  we  are  told  that  God  gave  to  man  dominion 
over  the  fish  of  the  sea,  the  fowls  of  the  air,  the  beasts  of  the 
field ;  but  over  man  he  gave  him  no  dominion. 

A  like  grant  was  given  or  continued  to  Noah  after  the  flood. 
Gen.  ix.  2.  But  over  man  he  had  no  dominion.  But  some, 
even  ministers  of  the  gospel,  and  judges  of  our  civil  courts,  in  their 
instructions  to  grand  juries,  in  vindication  of  African  enslavement, 
plead  Gen.  ix.  2d  :  “  And  he  (Noah)  said,  Cursed  he  Canaan;  a 
servant  of  servants  shall  he  be  unto  his  brethren.” 

The  argument  drawn  from  this  passage  is  as  follows : — “  The 
text  declares  that  the  Canaanites  were  to  be  cursed  for  Ham’s  sin. 
The  curse  to  be  inflicted  was  enslavement  by  the  descendants  of 
Shem  and  Japheth.  We,  as  the  descendants  of  Japheth,  are 
enslaving  the  Canaanites,  and  are  therefore  doing  right.”  In 
answer  to  this  position,  I  reply:  There  is  no  proof  that  the  Afri¬ 
cans  we  are  enslaving  are  Canaanites.  The  burden  of  proof  rests 
rvith  the  affirmative ;  and  inasmuch  as  they  vindicate  slavery,  not 
on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  natural  relation,  and  necessary,  but  only 
on  the  ground  of  permission  from  God,  they  must  show  positive¬ 
ly  a  permission  from  God,  and  then  that  these  Africans  among  us 
are  the  people  whom  we  are  permitted  to  enslave  by  the  authority  of 
the  above  text.  This  cannot  be  done,  while  there  is  proof  abun¬ 
dant  that  they  are  not  the  Canaanites.  The  Canaanites  were  Asiat¬ 
ics,  living  in  the  land  of  Canaan,  and  are  the  people  who  after¬ 
wards  settled  the  islands  of  the  Mediterranean,  and  are  well 
known  not  to  have  been  either  in  their  physiognomy  or  color  like 
our  Africans.* 


*  Many  seem  to  think  the  dark  complexion  and  peculiar  form  of  the 
negro  are  badges  of  Noah’s  curse,  and  that  their  feeble  intellects  unfit  them 
for  freedom — that  these  are  evidences  that  God  designed  the  negroes  to 
be  slaves.  We  often  hear  these  sentiments  proclaimed  among  us  from 
men  in  high  places.  On  the  subject  of  color,  form,  and  intellectual  capa¬ 
city,  see  Appendix,  letter  A. 
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Again  :  Their  language  was  as  different  from  that  of  the  people 
on  the  western  coast  of  Africa,  as  the  Hebrew  is  from  ours,  or  ours 
from  the  Hottentot,  or  any  Indian  language. 

But  if  we  admit,  what  is  not  true,  that  the  people  we  are  en¬ 
slaving  are  the  Canaanites,  still  the  text  furnishes  no  justification  of 
our  enslavement  of  them ;  the  text  being  only  a  prophecy,  and  a 
mere  prophecy  never  justifies  those  who  fulfil  it ;  otherwise  the 
Egyptians  who  oppressed  the  Hebrews , — Ishmael,  of  whom  it  was 
predicted,  “his  hand  will  be  against'every  man,  and  every  man’s 
hand  against  him,” — Judas  who  betrayed  Christ,  and  the  Jews 
who  crucified  him,  were  innocent ;  for  it  was  foretold  that  they 
would  do  these  things. 

Once  more :  The  prophecy  in  the  text  has  had  its  fulfilment 
long  since : 

First,  in  the  subjugation  of  the  Canaanites  by  the  Jews,  who 
were  the  descendants  of  Shem ; 

Second,  by  the  Greeks  and  Romans,  who  were  the  descendants 
of  Japheth,  and  now  by  the  Turks  ;  and  needs  not  our  enslavement 
of  a  different  people  to  secure  its  fulfilment.  Then,  so  far  as  this 
text  is  concerned,  we  have  no  more  right  to  enslave  the  black 
man,  than  the  white  man. 


CHAPTER  HI. 

PATRIARCHAL  SERVITUDE. 

The  next  reliance,  in  defense  of  American  slavery,  is  the  prac¬ 
tice  of  the  patiiarchs. 

Here  it  is  assumed ,  first,  that  the  patriarchs  held  slaves  ;  and 
Gen.  xiv.  14,  xvii.  12,  and  other  like  passages,  are  plead  as  proof. 

And  second,  as  they  were  good  men,  and  God  did  not  openly 
censure  their  practice,  therefore  we  may  do  as  they  did. 

In  the  first  position,  it  is  assumed  that  the  words  servant,  bond- 
man  and  bond-maid,  mean  slave, — one  held  as  property,  without 
his  consent,  before  and  after  he  is  of  age  ;  whereas,  the  Hebrew 
word,  Tty,  which  is  translated  servant,  like  our  word  servant,— 
simply  denotes  one  who  does  service  for  another ,  without  regard 
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to  the  time  for  which ,  or  the  principles  upon  which,  he  does  ser¬ 
vice.  The  service  may  be  voluntary,  or  it  may  be  involuntary ; 
it  may  be  for  a  limited  time,  or  it  may  be  for  an  unlimited  time. 
The  import  of  the  word  must  be  determined  by  the  connection 
in  which  it  is  used— by  historical  facts,  or  by  laws  defining  the 
servant’s  condition.  A  servant  in  Ohio,  and  a  servant  in  Ken¬ 
tucky,  may  mean  very  different  relations.  The  term  thjt,  which 
we  translate  servant  and  bondman,  “  nowhere  in  the  Scriptures 
of  necessity  implies  slavery.”  So  says  Barnes.  Like  our  word 
servant,  it  does  not  of  necessity  mean  one  held  as  property,  with¬ 
out  his  consent,  before  and  after  he  is  of  age. 

Take,  for  example,  Isa  xlii.  1  :  “  Behold  my  servant  whom  I  up¬ 
hold  ;  mine  elect  in  whom  my  soul  delighteth :  I  have  put  my 
Spirit  upon  him,  he  shall  bring  forth  judgment  to  the  Gentiles.” 
The  word  servant  here  is  applied  to  Christ.  Are  we  to  infer, 
therefore,  that  he  was  a  slave,  doing  compulsory  or  unwilling 
service,  and  held  as  an  article  of  property,  liable  to  baiter  and 
sale  ?  Surely  not. 

Again,  in  1  Kings  xii.  7,  we  have  these  words  of  the  counsellors 
to  Rehoboam  :  “  If  thou  wilt  be  a  servant  unto  this  people  this 
day,  and  wilt  serve  them,  and  answer  them,  and  speak  good 
words  unto  them,  then  they  will  be  thy  servants  for  ever.”  Here, 
and  in  verse  4th,  preceding,  was  a  declaration  that  the  people, 
owning  themselves  and  their  property ,  and  as  free  as  we  are,  would 
voluntarily  labor  for  the  good  of  Rehoboam,  if  he  would  for 
them. 

The  subjects  of  Saul  and  David,  who  paid  a  tribute  or  tax, 
were  called  servants;  see  1  Sam.  viii.  17  ;  1  Chron.  xxi.  3.  Once 
more,  see  Joshua  ix.  23:  “How,  therefore,  ye  are  cursed,  and 
there  shall  none  of  you  be  freed  from  being  bondmen,  and  hew¬ 
ers  of  wood  and  drawers  of  water  for  the  house  of  my  God.” 
The  word  bondmen  here,  has  been  quoted  as  evidence  that  the 
Gibeonites  were  slaves  to  the  Israelites ;  that  they  held  the  Gibeon- 
ites  as  individual  property,  with  absolute  control.  But  we  shall 
show  that  even  bondman  here  does  not  mean  a  slave.  For  if 
we  read  Joshua  x.  1-5,  Ezra  ii.  70, 2  Sam.  xxi.  1—14,  we  learn  that 
the  Gibeonites  were  not  the  individual  property  of  the  Israelites, 
owned  and  controlled  by  individuals,  but  that  they  as  a  people 
lived  as  a  distinct  tribe  or  nation,  having  their  own  property  and 
families  ;  and  as  a  tax,  or  revenue  to  the  house  of  God,  a  part  of 
them,  the  Nethinims,  (those  who  did  the  temple  service,)  were 
required  to  do  a  certain  kind  and  amount  of  labor  “  for  the  house 
of  my  God.”  Even  these  Nethinims,  who  were  the  part  of  the 
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Gibeonites  doing  the  temple  service,  lived  in  their  own  cities  ;  see 
Neb.  vii.  73.  Thus  we  see  their  bond  service  was  a  requirement 
of  the  law,  that  they  should  perform  a  certain  amount  of  labor 
for  the  house  of  God — not  for  individual  Israelites.'*  A  service 
like  to  that  which  we  may  be  required  to  pay  to  our  government 
in  military  sendee ;  or  that  which  subjugated  nations  pay  as  a 
tax  to  then  king,  or  similar  to  that  which  the  people  of  England 
pay  to  the  Established  Church,  only  it  was  paid  in  labor.  Bush, 
in  his  Notes  on  Exod.  xxi.  2,  says  :  “  The  word  servant  is  applied  to 
the  serving  of  worshippers,  of  tributaries,  of  domestics,  of  Levites, 
of  sons  to  a  father,  of  subjects  to  a  ruler,  of  hirelings,  of  soldiers, 
of  public  officers,  &c.  And  to  interpret  it  slave ,  or  to  argue, 
from  the  fact  of  the  words  being  used  to  denote  domestic  servants, 
that  they  were  made  servants  by  force,  worked  without  pay,  and 
held  as  articles  of  property,  would  be  a  gross  and  gratuitous  as¬ 
sumption.” 

Then  the  mere  fact  that  the  patriarchs  had  servants,  does  no 
more  prove  that  these  servants  were  slaves ,  than  the  fact  that  a 
farmer  in  Ohio  has  a  body  of  servants  in  his  employ,  proves  that 
they  are  slaves.  More  will  be  said  on  this  when  we  come  to  the 
Mosaic  institution,  where  servitude  was  regulated  by  the  law. 

But  secondly,  it  is  maintained  that  the  patriarchs  not  only  had 
servants,  but  servants  bought  with  money  ;  and  these  must  have 
been  slaves.  We  reply,  that  to  buy,  in  the  days  of  the  patri¬ 
archs  and  Mosaic  institutions,  as  it  has  been  with  us,  did  not  give 
absolute  ownership,  or  unlimited  control,  in  all  cases.  The  word 
buy  in  English,  and  nip  in  Hebrew,  which  is  the  word  we 
translate  “  to  buy,"  are  modified,  or  limited  in  their  signification, 
by  the  laws  of  the  land  where  they  are  used,  and  the  subjects  to 
which  they  are  applied.  See  Biblical  Repository,  April  No. 
1844,  page  308. 

Examples  in  illustration  of  this  rule.  When  a  Jew  or  stranger 
bought  a  piece  of  land  under  the  Mosaic  economy,  that  Jew  or 
stranger  had  not  absolute  ownership  or  unlimited  control.  He 


*  Though  this  service  was  not  slavery,  its  requirement  was  without 
divine  sanction.  God  had  commanded  the  Israelites  to  slay  every  thing 
in  the  land  of  Canaan.  But  because  the  “  Princes  of  the  congregation 
swore  unto  tire  Gibeonites,  that  they  would  not  destroy  them yet  as 
these  Gibeonites  had  lied  unto  the  princes,  Joshua  and  the  princes  re¬ 
quired  a  tax  of  bond  service  of  them,  to  the  house  of  God.  Yet  we  are 
told  that  tills  whole  transaction  was  without  “  counsel  from  the  mouth  of 
the  Lord.”  Indeed,  contrary  to  his  previous  command.  So  Brisbane  in 
loco.  So  there  was  no  authority  for  exacting  this  bond  service. 
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had  the  use  of  the  land,  until  the  year  of  jubilee,  when  it  revert¬ 
ed  to  the  original  owner.  See  Lev.  xxv.  24.  Such,  doubtless, 
was  the  tenure  in  man.  By  the  law,  his  service  was  secured  un¬ 
til  the  year  of  jubilee,  when  all  went  out  free.  See  Lev.  xxv.  10 : 
“Ye  shall  hallow  the  fiftieth  year,  and  proclaim  liberty  through¬ 
out  the  land,  and  to  all  the  inhabitants  thereof :  ye  shall  return 
every  man  to  his  family.”  When  a  Hebrew  servant  was  bought, 
the  master  had  not  absolute  or  unlimited  control,  but  simply  a 
claim  to  his  services  for  six  years  ;  see  Exod.  xxi.  2.  So  with  us, 
when  immigrants  to  this  country  are  sold  for  their  passage  money, 
they  are  sold  for  a  definite  period  of  time,  and  the  man  who  buys 
them  has  a  claim  upon  their  services  for  a  few  months  or  years; 
then  they  are  free  men,  having  all  the  while  their  natural  rights 
protected.  The  immigrant  received  an  equivalent  for  his  labor,  and 
when  the  stipulated  service  was  performed,  he  went  free,  though 
he  had  been  bought.  He  received  bis  price  or  hire  himself,  and 
that  beforehand,  and  was  therefore  said  to  be  bought. 

Boaz  bought  Ruth,  (Ruth  iv.  10  ;)  Hosea  bought  his  wife, 
(Hos.  iii.  2  ;)  Jacob  his ;  but  it  does  not  follow,  that  because  these 
were  bought,  they  were,  therefore,  held  as  slaves. 

Nehemiah  and  his  brethren  bought  some  of  their  brethren  from 
the  Persians,  (see  Nehem.  v.  8,)  but  they  were  not  held  as  slaves, 
though  bought.  We  learn  from  the  record,  that  they  were  re¬ 
stored  to  freedom  immediately  :  moreover,  the  law  would  not 
permit  them,  they  being  Jews,  to  be  held  longer  than  six  years  ; 
see  Exod.  xxi.  2.  Though  bought,  they  were  not  held  as  slaves  ; 
nor  is  there  a  particle  of  evidence  that  the  servants  of  patri¬ 
archs  were  held  in  involuntary  servitude,  a  day  after  they  had 
attained  the  age  of  freemen.  It  is  wholly  an  assumption  for  men 
to  say  they  did.  It  cannot  be  proved,  and  the  burden  of  proof 
lies  with  those  who  take  the  affirmative.  Neither  the  word 
servant ,  nor  the  word  buy,  proves  that  those  doing  service  for  the 
patriarchs  were'  slaves.  “Nothing  but  historic  facts  and  laws 
defining  the  condition  or  relation  of  those  doing  service,  can  prove 
that  they  were  slaves.”  (R.  Bishop,  D.D.) 

Now,  having  shown  the  signification  of  the  word  buy,  even  ad¬ 
mitting  that  the  patriarchs  might,  or  did  buy  children  of  their 
parents,  still,  in  the  absence  of  all  proof  to  the  contrary ,  it  is  fair 
to  infer  that  the  patriarchs  followed  the  general  custom  of  the 
world  by  giving  liberty  to  man  when  he  attained  the  age  of  a  free¬ 
man.  If  they  bought  adults,  there  is  no  proof  that  they  bought 
of  a  third  person,  for  servants  might,  and  did  sell  themselves,  (Lev. 
xxv.  47,) — agree  to  perform  service  for  a  given  term  of  years. 
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One  more  text  remains  to  be  noticed.  “  And  Abrabam  took 
Sarah  his  wife,  and  Lot  his  brother’s  son,  and  all  their  substance 
that  they  had  gathered,  and  the  souls  that  they  had  gotten  in 
Haran,  and  they  went  forth  to  go  into  the  land  of  Canaan.” 
Gen.  xii.  5.  Although  the  term  substance  is  here  used  to 
denote  all  their  property,  and  a  distinction  made  between  their 
substance  and  the  souls  gotten  or  proselyted  in  Haran,  some 
persons  overlooking  this  distinction,  have  labored  to  show  that 
these  souls  were  held  as  property  also,  and  that  the  Hebrew 
word  Thty  means  to  purchase  as  absolute  property. 

The  Hebrew  word  TWy,  a  form  of  which  is  here  rendered 
“  gotten ,”  means  to  induce  or  prepare  ;  and  “ gotten ”  is  to  be  here 
understood  in  the  same  sense  that  a  missionary  of  the  present  day 
“gets”  another  to  go  with  hum  to  India,  or  China.  The  word  is 
here  used  in  the  plural  form ;  and  designates  the  persons  whom 
Abraham,  Lot  and  Sarah  had  proselyted,  or  induced  to  forsake 
their  idolatry  and  go  with  them  as  a  colony  into  Canaan ;  and 
as  such  were  fit  subjects  to  receive  the  “  seal  of  the  righteous¬ 
ness  of  faith.”  “The  word  is  used  (Gen.  ii.  2)  to  signify  the 
finishing  of  God’s  creation.  It  expresses  (Gen.  v.  1)  God’s  work 
j  in  fashioning  the  man,  whom  he  had  created,  according  to  his 
own  image  and  likeness.  It  is  used  (Ezekiel  xviii.  31)  to  ex¬ 
press  the  work  of  regeneration  or  restoring,  in  a  sinner,  the  lost 
image  of  his  Maker.  In  the  passage  before  us,  it  expresses  the 
instrumentality  of  a  prophet,  and  his  pious  wife  and  nephew,  in 
I  the  conversion  of  the  souls  whom  they  brought  with  them  from 
Haran.”  (S.  Crothers.) 

The  passage  in  the  Targum  of  Jonathan  is  thus  rendered : 
“  The  souls  whom  they  had  made  proselyte  in  Haran.”  The 
i  Targum  of  Jerusalem  :  “  The  souls  proselyted  in  Haran.”  Je¬ 
rome,  one  of  the  most  learned  of  the  Christian  Fathers,  renders  it 
thus  :  “  The  persons  whom  they  had  proselyted.” 

Menochius,  who  wrote  before  our  present  translation  of  the 
Bible,  renders  it,  “  Quas  de  idolatraria  converterent “  Those 
whom  they  had  converted  from  idolatry.”  (Quoted  from 
Weld’s  Bible  Argument.) 

The  “  souls  gotten,”  then,  means  those  whom  they  had  in¬ 
duced  to  forsake  idolatry,  and  go  with  them  to  the  worship  of 
the  true  God. 

That  the  souls  gotten  could  not  have  been  slaves — persons 
held  as  property  without  their  consent,  before  and  after  age — will 
be  clear  from  the  facts  which  we  now  proceed  to  notice. 

And,  1st.  The  employment  and  situation  of  the  patriarchs. 
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They  were  wandering  shepherds,  going  from  country  to  country, 
amidst  hostile  tribes,  and  having  no  more  {lower  than  one  man. 
They  had  no  confederacies  as  we  have.  There  was  no  league  of 
States  to  oppress  their  poor  as  we  have.  They  could  not  call  to 
their  aid  the  military  power  of  a  nation  to  suppress  the  first  in¬ 
stincts  of  nature.  They  could  not  call  to  their  aid  the  voice  of 
the  magistrate,  the  prison,  the  fetter,  to  restrain  then-  fellow-man 
from  efforts  to  he  a  man,  and  not  a  chattel.  The  servant  could 
go  where,  when,  and  as  he*  chose,  just  as  a  voluntary  subject  of 
one  of  the  chiefs  of  our  western  wilds  now  can. 

What  would  Abraham '  do  with  three  hundred  and  eighteen 
trained  or  armed  servants,  led  to  Dan,  the  extreme  point  of  the 
province?  What  would  one  of  our  Southern  slaveholders  do 
with  three  hundred  and  eighteen  of  their  full-grown  slaves  at 
Buffalo,  in  New- York,  or  Detroit,  in  Michigan,  with  but  a  step 
between  them  and  Canada  ?  Think  you  they  would  be  forced 
back  to  be  the  property  of,  and  labor  for  the  gain  of  a  master 
who  had  no  power  to  compel  them — who  could  call  no  other 
force  than  that  of  a  single  individual  to  subjugate  them?  No! 
such  would  be  contrary  alike  to  reason  and  facts.  And  could  we 
look  upon  Abraham  as  the  man  “  doing  justice  and  judgment,” 
(Gen.  xviii.  19,)  who  would,  either  by  his  own  arm,  or  by  law, 
compel  three  hundred  and  eighteen  of  his  fellow-men  to  go  into 
bondage,  and  toil  for  his  individual  good,  or  that  of  his  family  ? 
Would  not  this  be  selfishness  in  the  extreme  ?  Away  then  with 
such  charges  of  selfish  oppression.  I  consider  it  a  reproach  alike 
upon  the  pious  patriarch  and  upon  that  God  whose  darling  attri¬ 
butes  are  goodness,  justice,  and  mercy. 

Second  fact — proving  that  the  servants  of  the  patriarchs  were 
not  slaves — persons  deprived  of  personal  ownership,  without 
their  consent,  both  before  and  after  age :  It  is  a  fact  that  all 
males  were  circumcised ;  which,  in  the  case  of  every  adult,  must 
have  been  voluntary ,  in  order  to  be  valid  before  God. 

All  must  be  circumcised.  Gen.  xvii.  13  :  “He  that  is  bom 
in  thy  house,  and  he  that  is  bought  with  thy  money,  must  needs 
be  circumcised ;  and  my  covenant  shall  be  in  your  flesh  for  an 
everlasting  covenant.”  Exod.  xii.  44 :  “  Every  man’s  servant 
that  is  bought  for  money,  when  thou  hast  circumcised  him,  then 
shall  he  eat  thereof,”  i.  e.  of  the  passover. 

Now,  in  every  adult  this  must  have  been  voluntary.  (1.) 
From  the  very  nature  of  the  covenant.  In  this  covenant  he 
“  chose  the  Lord  to  be  his  God and  voluntarily  agreed  to  be  his 
willing  servant,  just  as  an  individual,  who  now  receives  the  rite 
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of  baptism,  if  an  adult,  must  receive  it  willingly,  in  order  to  be 
valid.  In  it  lie  willingly  chooses  the  Lord  to  be  his  God.  No 
one  would  think  of  compelling  an  individual  to  be  baptized,  or 
to  take  the  covenant,  otherwise  “  it  would  be  the  seal  of  a  lie,”  and 
“  God  abhors  the  sacrifice  where  not  the  heart  is  found  yet  the 
servant  must  be  circumcised.  The  law,  as  seen  above,  required 
it ;  and  if  he  was  not,  “  that  soul  shall  be  cut  off  from  his  peo¬ 
ple,”  saith  the  Lord.  (See  Gen.  xvii.  14.)  Then  the  patriarchs 
could  have  none  in  their  service,  save  those  who  were  circumcised, 
and  thus  were  incorporated  into  the  Church  of  God  ;  and  this 
Church,  from  the  very  nature  of  its  organization,  might  have 
none  but  willing  members.  If  he  should  refuse  to  be  circum¬ 
cised  and  become  a  member  of  the  Church,  he  must  leave  the 
patriarchs.  He  must,  then,  have  been  voluntary  in  his  stay  and 
in  his  sendees.  If  he  had  received  circumcision  when  a  child, 
then,  when  he  had  attained  the  age  of  accountability,  he  must 
voluntarily  accept  and  acknowledge  this  circumcision ;  for  “  the 
God  of  Jacob  would  not  accept  the  worship  of  any  other  than  a 
willing  heart.” 

(2.)  The  testimony  of  Maimonides,  one  of  the  most  celebrated 
of  the  Jewish  Rabbins,  who  was  called  “  the  eagle  of  the  doctors, 
and  the  lamp  of  Israel.”  He  says :  “If  the  master  receive  a 
grown  slave,  and  he  be  unwilling ,  his  master  is  to  bear  with 
him,  to  seek  to  win  him  over  by  instruction,  and  by  love  and 
kindness,  for  one  year ;  after  which,  should  he  refuse  so  long,  it  is 
forbidden  longer  than  twelve  months,  and  the  master  must  send 
him  back  to  the  strangers  whence  he  came ;  for  the  God  of  Ja¬ 
cob  will  not  accept  any  other  than  the  worship)  of  a  willing 
heart'’’  (Quoted  in  Stroud’s  Sketches,  page  63,  from  Gill’s  Ex¬ 
position.) 

Third  fact.  No  mention  is  made  of  the  servants  of  the  patri¬ 
archs  being  considered  as  property. 

Some  suppose,  from  Gen.  xxvi.  14,  that  Isaac  had  slaves. 
“  He  had  possession  of  flocks  and  possession  of  herds,  and  great 
store  of  servants.”  Notice  in  the  text,  that  whilst  it  is  said  he 
had  possession  of  flocks,  and  possession  of  herds,  it  is  not  said  he 
had  possession  of  servants,  but  (Heb.  H3T  mgp)  much  ser¬ 
vice,  or  many  servants ;  just  as  a  large  farmer  in  Ohio  would 
have  many  servants ;  or  as  rich  shepherds  in  Oregon,  where 
then-  wandering  life,  amid  wandering  tribes,  would  forbid  the 
possibility  of  holding  men  as  property  against  their  will.  The 
servants  of  the  patriarchs  are  often  spoken  of,  when  the  greatness 
or  strength  of  the  patriarchs  is  recorded ;  just  as  the  greatness 
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or  strength  of  a  king  is  spoken  of,  by  noticing  a  list  of  his  goods,  i  p 
together  with  the  number  of  his  soldiers.  The  mere  fact  that  It 
they  were  mentioned  along  with  cattle,  sheep,  &c.,  no  more  m 
proves  them  to  have  been  property  than  quadrupeds,  or  without  f 
souls  or  reason.  By  the  same  mode  of  reasoning,  in  Exodus  go \ 
xx.  10,  we  should  prove  the  man’s  wife  to  he  his  property,  held  ioi 
like  his  ox.  She  was  not  property.  He  had  no  right  to  sell  jr/j 
her.  She  was  a  companion. to  him,  and  not  to  any  other  man. 
Yet  she  was  not  property,  otherwise  she  might  be  sold  as  other  ; 
property. 

Where,  as  in  Gen.  xxxi.  1 G— 1 8,  Joshua  xxii.  8,  2  Chron.  xxxii.  it 
2  '7-2  9,  wealth  is  alluded  to,  no  slaves  are  enrolled  as  property,  ioii 
Whilst  sheep,  and  oxen,  and  silver,  &c.,  are  recorded,  servants  are  r 
not  mentioned. 

Another  fact  showing  that  the  servants  of  the  patriarchs  were  ill 
not  held  as  slaves,  is  this  :  No  record  is  given  of  the  sale  or  bar-  « 
ter  of  a  single  servant,  in  the  history  of  all  the  patriarchs.  Nor  i 
is  there  any  record  of  their  being  given  away.  Pharaoh,  Laban,  l 
and  others,  living  in  heathen  lands,  gave  servants  to  Abraham 
and  others.  But  the  example  of  idolaters  is  no  rule  for  Chris-  fc 
tians.  No  record  can  be  found  of  the  patriarchs  giving  away  - 
their  servants.  When  Abraham  gave .  gifts  to  Abimelech,  he 
gave  sheep  and  oxen,  but  no  servants. 

Some  maintain,  from  Gen.  xxiv.  36,  that  Abraham  gave  his  t 
servants  to  Isaac  ;  yet  in  that  same  chapter  we  are  told,  in  verses  ! 
34  and  52,  that  Eliezer  was  Abraham’s  servant,  and  not  Isaac's. 

“I  am  Abraham’s  servant,”  says  Eliezer.  “And  it  came  to 
pass,”  says  Moses,  “  when  Abraham’s  servant  heard  their  words,  [i 
he  worshipped  the  Lord,”  &c.  Now,  when  it  is  said  in  verse  36, 
that  Abraham  “  hath  given  to  him  (i.  e.  Isaac)  all  that  he  hath,”  ,1 
both  Moses  and  Eliezer  the  servant  must  have  known  that  he 
held  no  property  in  his  servants;  but  that  they  were  simply 
either  hirelings,  or  persons  bound  for  a  season. 

Again :  We  know  he  did  not  literally  give  all  he  had  to 
Isaac,  for  in  Gen.  xxv.  6  we  are  told  “  he  gave  gifts  to  the  sons 
of  his  concubines,”  “  and  sent  them  away.”  And  if  his  servants 
were  slaves,  owned  by  him  as  property,  with  this  last  fact  be¬ 
fore  us,  the  language  in  Gen.  xxiv.  36  would  not  of  necessity 
imply  that  Abraham  gave  away  his  slaves.  If  he- had  literally 
given  all ,  then  he  would  have  had  nothing  to  give  to  the  sons 
of  the  concubines.  But  the  first  inference,  that  his  servants  were 
not  regarded  as  property,  and  therefore  not  given  away,  is,  we 
think,  the  correct  view.  If  Abraham  had  considered  his  servants 
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as  property,  and  lawfully  so,  why  did  he  not  take  Hagar,  when 
his  wife  became  displeased  with  her,  and  sell  her — trade  her  to 
some  slave  merchant  ?  Why  did  he  not  do  this  instead  of  sup¬ 
plying  her  wants  out  of  his  own  house,  and  sending  her  away  to 
go  whither  she  chose  ?  If  Abraham  had  considered  the  “  bond- 
i  woman,”  Sarah’s  maid,  as  his  slave,  and  her  and  hers  his  prop- 
1  erty,  as  some  D.  D.’s  would  fain  make  us  believe,  why  did  he  not 
take  Ishmael,  the  son  of  his  bond-woman,  and  sell  him  to  some 
slave-trader,  instead  of  giving  him  “  gifts  and  sending  him 
away  ?”  Gen.  xxv.  6.  Had  he  done  so,  is  there  a  man  living 
that  believes  he  wTould  have  been  styled,  by  a  justice  and  mercy- 
loving  God,  “  the  father  of  the  faithful,” — “  the  man  doing  jus¬ 
tice  and  judgment?”  Ho !  no  ! 

Nor  is  there  any  evidence  that  Isaac  considered  those  who 
followed  him  from  place  to  place,  amidst  hostile  tribes,  as  prop¬ 
erty; — not  even  so  much  as  to  give  them  to  his  sons.  “  Would 
Isaac  transfer  them  to  Esau,  who  had  sold  his  birth-right?” 
Certainly  not,  says  J.  L.  Wilson,  D.  D. 

When  Jacob  went  down  into  Padan-aram  to  seek  his  fortune, 
he  wTent  alone,  and  had  to  sell  himself  as  a  servant  during  seven 
years  for  his  beloved  Rachel.  Gen.  xxix.  20. 

In  the  schedule  of  his  property,  when  he  came  out  of  Padan- 
aram,  no  servants  are  mentioned.  Josephus  says  that  the  hand¬ 
maids  of  Leah  and  Rachel  “were  by  no  means  slaves,  but, 
however,  subject  to  their  mistress.”  Antiq.  B.  i.  ch.  19,  §  8.* 

When  he  gave  gifts  to  Esau  his  brother,  he  gave  no  slaves. 
When  he  went  down  into  Egypt,  he  took  no  slaves  with  him, 
Dr.  Junkin  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding.  The  souls  that 
went  with  him  were  “  the  souls  that  came  out  of  the  loins  of 
Jacob” — his  children  and  grandchildren.  Gen.  xlvi.  26,  27; 
Exodus  i.  5.  See  also  Relations  and  Duties  of  Masters  and  Ser¬ 
vants,  by  J.  L.  Wilson,  D.  D.,  pp.  17,  18. 

Fourth  and  last  fact.  The  patriarchs  considered  slavery 
morally  wrong — yes,  sinful  in  the  sight  of  God.  And  here  we 
will  introduce  the  testimony  of  Joseph,  who  had  some  personal 


*  And  if  these  handmaids  of  Rachel  and  Leah  had  been  slaves,  the 
historic  fact  that  Laban  held  them  as  such,  before  and  when  he  gave  them 
to  Jacob  as  his  concubines,  was  no  more  evidence  that  slaveholding  was 
right,  than  that  idolatry  was  right.  We  learn  from  the  Bible  that  Laban 
was  an  idolater. 

And  if  Jacob  received  these  handmaids  as  slaves,  and  held  them  as  such, 
this  would  be  no  more  evidence  that  slaveholding  was  right  or  is  right, 
than  that  concubinage  was  or  is  right ;  for  Jacob  had  concubines. 
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experience  in  the  matter.  As  a  matter  of  complaint,  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  his  own  rights,  and  guilt  in  those  who  had  thus  violated 
them,  he  says  in  the  anguish  of  his  soul,  “  I  indeed  was  stolen 
away  out  of  the  land  of  the  Hebrews  ;  and  here  also  have  I  done 
nothing,  that  they  should  put  me  in  the  dungeon.”  Gen.  xl. 
15.  He  felt  that  to  be  taken  without  his  consent ,  and  forced  into 
bondage ,  though  done  by  the  common  law  of  the  land ,  was 
theft, — a  violation  of  his  rights,  which  God  by  nature  had  given 
him ;  and  all  the  sophisms  of  the  world  could  not  have  convinced 
him  to  the  contrary.  All  the  pro-slavery  men  of  Egypt  could  not 
have  convinced  him  that  he  was  better  off  (when  the  wants  of 
his  body  only  were  supplied,)  than  in  a  state  of  freedom.  He  had 
a  soul  to  be  fed  as  well  as  a  body, — a  soul  which,  like  that  of  every 
other  man,  by  nature  hungered  and  thirsted  for  liberty.  What 
cared  he  for  the  luxuries  of  Pharaoh’s  table,  when  he  could  not 
take  the  wonted  fare  of  frugal  industry,  spiced  with  the  sweets 
oMiberty  2  What  cared  he  for  the  splendor  of  Pharaoh’s  courts 
when  the  plains  of  J udea  could  not  be  roamed  in  innocency,  and 
the  tent,  where  dwelt  a  pious  father,  lived  in  his  remembrance  ? 
What  cared  he  for  the  pageantry  of  Egypt’s  temples,  where  was 
worshipped  in  unmeaning  ceremony  the  spotted  calf,  whilst  the 
smoke  of  Hebron’s  altar  was  unseen,  and  the  worship  of  God 
under  his  own  vine  and  fig  tree  denied  him  ?  “  Hog  and  hom¬ 

iny  ”  was  not  a  compensation  for  liberty.  There  was  to  him 
no  equivalent  for  plundered  rights  and  lost  manhood.  And  I 
venture  the  declaration  that  if  some  of  our  advocates  for  slavery, 
who,  with  Bible  in  hand,  learnedly  and  sanctimoniously  plead  for 
oppression,  were  for  a  season,  like  Joseph,  deprived  of  their  lib¬ 
erty — their  wills  made  to  bow  to  the  wills  of  others,  and  their 
bodies  to  toil  for  the  luxury,  the  ease  or  gain  of  another,  liable 
to  be  imprisoned  by  the  whim  of  a  woman,  or  torn  from  their 
homes  by  the  cupidity  of  man — they  would  soon  learn  whether 
slavery  is  morally  wrong — whether  a  man  in  enslaving  can  “  love 
his  neighbor  as  himself” — whether  he  can  do  unto  others  as  he 
would  they  should  do  unto  him — in  a  word,  whether  the  Bible 
condemns  slavery  or  not. 

Not  only  did  Joseph  believe  slavery  to  be  wrong,  but  his 
brethren  who  detained  him  and  sold  him  into  bondage  believed 
they  had  sinned  against  Joseph  and  against  God,  (not  merely 
against  their  father,)  when  they  said  “  one  to  another,  We  are 
guilty  concerning  our  brother,  in  that  we  saw  the  anguish  ofhis 
soul,  when  he  besought  us,  and  we  would  not  hear  ;  therefore  is 
this  distress  come  upon  us .”  Gen.  xlii.  21.  “What  shall  we 


PATRIARCHAL  SERVITUDE. 


29 


speak  ?  or  how  shall  we  clear  ourselves  ?”  “  God  hath  found  out 
the  iniquity  of  thy  servants.”  Gen.  xliv.  16. 

“We  are  guilty  concerning  our  brother.”  What!  guilty, 
when  they  had  placed  him  in  a  land  where  he  was  “  better 
clothed  and  better  fed  ”  than  in  the  land  of  his  choice ;  and  “  better 
provided  for”  than  he  could  do  for  himself?  Yes,  they  were; 
for  in  so  doing  they  had  deprived  him  of  personal  ownership — 
the  foundation  of  all  rights ; — his  personal  security,  without  which 
all  others  were  comparatively  useless ; — his  liberty ,  the  dearest 
of  all  rights.  “We  are  guilty  ...  in  that  we  saw  the  anguish  of 
his  soul,  when  he  besought  us,  and  we  would  not.”  What  !  is 
it  sinful — a  matter  of  guilt,  to  disregard  the  desires  and  entrea¬ 
ties  of  a  fellow-being  ?  Yes,  it  is,  when  they  are  lawful,  and 
we  have  ability  to  relieve ;  for  “  thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbor  as 
thyself,”  says  God. 

“  God  hath  found  out  the  iniquity  of  thy  servants.” 

Yes,  man  may,  before  his  fellow-man,  whilst  in  prosperity, 
hide  the  conviction  that  slavery  is  wrong,  and  “go  joined  hand 
in  hand  with  the  throne  of  iniquity  ;”  but  when  the  hour  of  trial 
comes,  and  he  is  made  to  answer  before  God,  then  he  will  confess 
that  slavery  is  wrong. 

No  other  argument  is  necessary  to  refute  the  whole  system  of 
slavery,  than  this  one  case  of  the  enslavement  of  Joseph.  If  it 
was  wrong  for  his  brethren  to  kidnap  him,  and  if  it  was  wrong 
for. those  Midianites  and  Egyptians  to  continue  to  rob  him  of 
his  rights — his  liberty ,  then  it  is  just  as  wrong  to  continue  to  rob 
any  other  unoffending  man  of  his  liberty.  We  are  all  the  chil¬ 
dren  of  one  Father. 

The  second  inference  drawn  from  the  practice  of  the  patriarchs 
is,  that  “  what  they ,  as  good  men ,  did  without  open  rebuke  from 
God,  we  may  do.” 

Now,  if  it  were  even  really  true  that  the  patriarchs  held  slaves, 
the  record  of  the  historic  fact,  without  any  express  disapprobation 
of  it  from  God,  would  be  no  evidence  that  slavery  is  right,  or 
that  we  may  do  as  they  did. 

The  historic  fact  that  Abraham  had  two  wives,  without  any 
expressed  disapprobation  from  God,  is  no  evidence  that  polyga¬ 
my  is  right,  or  that  we  may  do  as  he  did — have  two  or  more 
wives. 

The  historic  fact  that  Abraham  and  Isaac  practiced  deception 
(the  latter  palpably  lying)  to  Abimelech  concerning  their  wives, 
without  any  express  disapprobation  from  God,  is  no  evidence 
3* 
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that  lying  was  or  is  now  right— that  we  may  now  practice  it 
towards  our  neighbors. 

The  historic  fact  that  Noah  got  drunk,  without  any  express 
disapprobation  from  God,  is  no  evidence  that  drunkenness  is 
right,  or  that  we  may  do  the  same  now. 

Is  the  historic  fact  that  the  brethren  of  Joseph  sold  him  to  the 
Ishmaelites,  and  thus  made  a  slave  of  him,  without  any  express 
disapprobation  from  God,  evidence  that  the  sale  of  innocent  men 
is  right,  or  that  brothers  may  sell  their  own  brothers  into  hope¬ 
less  and  returnless  bondage  ?  No !  is  the  response  of  every  man. 
Yet,  absurd  as  is  the  position,  that  we  may  do  what  the  patriarchs 
did,  it  is  the  main  argument  of  the  apologists  for  slavery,  as 
drawn  from  the  practice  of  the  patriarchs. 

If,  then,  we  will  justify  slavery — the  robbing  of  innocent  men, 
women,  and  children  of  those  natural  rights  which  God  has  given 
to  one  man  as  much  as  to  any  other — we  must  show  that  such 
robbery  is  consistent  with  the  eternal  principles  of  justice  and 
right, — with  the  principles  of  that  law  of  God  by  which  we  shall 
be  judged.  The  mere  example  of  erring  men  like  ourselves  is 
not  sufficient. 

If,  then,  it  were  even  true  that  the  patriarchs  really  held  slaves, 
it  does  not  follow  that  we  may  hold  them. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

SERVITUDE  UNDER  THE  MOSAIC  ECONOMY. 

Another  Bible  institution  plead  in  defense  of  American 
slavery,  is  the  servitude  established  by  Moses  amongst  the  Jews, 
as  recorded  in  Lev.  xxv.  44-46  :  “  Both  thy  bondmen  and  thy 
bondmaids,  which  thou  shalt  have,  shall  be  of  the  heathen  that 
are  round  about  you ;  of  them  shall  ye  buy  bondmen  and  bond¬ 
maids.  Moreover,  of  the  children  of  the  strangers  that  do  sojourn 
among  you,  of  them  shall  ye  buy,  and  of  their  families  that  are 
with  you,  which  they  begat  in  your  land ;  and  they  shall  be  your 
possession.  And  ye  shall  take  them  as  an  inheritance  for  your 
children  after  you,  to  inherit  them  for  a  possession :  they  shall 
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be  your  bondmen  for  ever ;  but  over  your  brethren,  the  children 
of  Israel,  ye  shall  not  rule  one  over  another  with  rigor.” 

The  argument  drawn  from  this  passage  is  this :  “  God  per¬ 
mitted  the  Jews  to  enslave  the  heathen  around  them.  What  he 
permitted  to  the  Jew  is  lawful  to  us  ;  therefore  we  may  enslave 
the  Africans.” 

In  replying  to  this  very  popular  argument,  we  shall  no¬ 
tice — 

I.  The  points  in  the  text  relied  upon. 

II.  The  nature  of  the  servitude  instituted. 

III.  The  design  of  the  institution. 

IV.  The  people  to  whom  it  was  permitted. 

And — 

I.  The  points  in  the  text  relied  upon,  as  proof  that  the 
Jews  by  God’s  permission  held  slaves.  They  are  (1.)  The  word 
“  Bondmen.”  (2.)  “  Buy.”  (3.)  “  Inheritance  and  Posses¬ 
sion.”  (4.)  “Forever.” 

Do  these  prove  the  existence  of  slavery  1 

The  term  “  bondmen  ”  does  not,  as  may  be  seen, 

1st.  By  those  passages  of  Scripture  collated  under  that  term 
in  our  third  chapter.  By  examination  of  those  passages,  every 
reader  of  English  may  see,  that  the  term  is  applied  to  the  Gib- 
eonites ;  a  people  living  in  then  own  cities,  owning  themselves, 
having  protection  of  person,  property,  and  character,  for  the  de¬ 
fense  of  which  they  made  alliances  rvith  Israel  against  their  ene¬ 
mies.  A  portion  of  their  males  were  required  by  law  to  do  a 
certain  kind  of  service  for  the  temple,  “  the  house  of  my  God.” 
The  persons  set  apart  for  this  work  were  called  Netliinims.  The 
nation  or  people,  required  by  law  to  furnish  these  laborers,  were 
called  bondmen.  (See  Josh.  ix.  23.)  The  term  bondman, 
then,  does  not  necessarily  denote  a  slave,  but  one  bound  by  law 
to  the  performance  of  labor ;  and  generally  for  a  definite  or  fixed 
period  of  time,  as  six  years,  or  to  the  year  of  jubilee.  The  term, 
as  often  used  in  the  Bible,  is  similar  in  its  import  to  our  term 
bound  boy ,  or  bound  girl.  The  term  may  be  applied  to  one 
required  by  law  to  perform  military  duty  for  the  good  of  the 
nation,  or  to  the  man  in  Europe  who  may  be  required  by  law  to 
support  the  Church,  or  house  of  God. 

The  term  bondman,  as  used  even  to  denote  the  service  of  the 
Hebrews  in  Egypt,  does  not  mean  slave.  The  Hebrews  there, 
save  Joseph  when  first  sold,  were  not  slaves  ;  they  were  not 
the  individual  property  of  the  Egyptians.  As  subjects  of  govern¬ 
ment,  an  oppressive  tax  in  labor  was  required  by  law  of  the 


32 


SERVITUDE  UNDER  THE  MOSAIC  ECONOMY. 


male  Hebrews.  The  proof  that  even  they  were  not  slaves 
is — 

(1.)  They  dwelt  as  a  separate  people  in  the  land  of  Goshen. 
See  Exod.  viii.  22  ;  Gen.  xlvi.  34.  They  were  not  the  property 
of  individuals,  as  our  slaves  are.  They  owned  themselves,  their 
wives  and  children,  and  lived  with  them  in  separate  families. 
Exod.  xii.  7-22  ;  Acts  vii.  20  ;  Exod.  x.  23. 

(2.)  They  owned  “flocks,  and  herds,  and  very  much  cattle.” 
Exod.  xii.  32-38. 

(3.)  They  had  officers,  and  framed  State  or  national  laws  pe¬ 
culiar  to  themselves.  Exod.  v.  19,  xii.  21. 

(4.)  Their  elders  seem  to  have  had  command  of  their  own  time, 
as  they  collected  from  time  to  time  to  deliberate  upon  national 
aflairs,  and  went  in  associated  capacities  to  negotiate  with  Pha¬ 
raoh.  Exod.  iii.  16,  iv.  28. 

(5.)  Their  females  doubtless  had  their  own  time,  and  employed 
it  in  their  own  domestic  aflairs.  When  Pharaoh’s  daughter 
would  procure  a  nurse  for  Moses,  she  hired  a  Hebrew  woman, 
saying,  “  Take  this  child  away  and  nurse  it  for  me,  and  I  will 
give  thee  thy  wages.”  Exod  ii.  9.  These  facts,  with  others  that 
might  be  enumerated,  prove  that  their  bond  service  consisted 
simply  in  a  requirement  by  law  that  their  males  should  pay  an 
oppressive  tax  in  labor,  just  as  the  subjects  of  the  Pasha  of 
Egypt  now  do,  only  it  is  not  so  grievous  as  was  that  of  the 
Israelites.  But  note  this :  even  for  this  oppression,  which  was 
not  so  great  as  that  of  the  Africans  in  our  country,  (for  here  a 
man  may  not  own  himself,  the  wife  of  his  bosom,  or  child  of  his 
body,)  God  heard  the  cry  of  his  people,  and  avenged  their 
wrongs,  with  fire  that  played  in  their  pathway,  with  blood  that 
rolled  in  their  rivers,  with  death  that  brooded  in  their  chambers. 
And  would  God  teach  that  people,  whose  memories  were  yet 
fresh  with  the  visitations  of  his  wrath  upon  the  oppressor,  to  in¬ 
stitute  a  system  of  bondage  still  more  galling — one  that  would 
reach  even  to  the  soul  ?  Believe  not,  reader,  that  he  designed 
that  the  word  bondman,  as  here  used,  should  denote  a  slave. 

2d.  Every  reader  of  the  original  Hebrew  knows  that  the  word 
"Djt,  ebed,  a  form  of  which  is  here  rendered  bondman,  is  generally 
translated  servant,  and  denotes  one  who  'performs  service  for 
another ,  without  regard  to  the  time  for  which ,  or  principle  upon 
which  he  does  service.  The  word  “tgjt  servant  alone  does  not 
determine  the  nature  of  the  servitude  ;  for  it  may  mean — 

(1.)  One  who  performs  of  his  own  choice  a  willing  service  for 
God  ;  as,  Christ  for  God.  Isa.  xlii.  1. 
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(2.)  Those  voluntarily  doing  sendee  for  their  fellow-men,  yet 
owning  themselves.  See  1  Kings  xii.  7  ;  Ex.  xxi.  5. 

(3.)  Those  who  pay  tax  or  tribute  for  the  support  of  govern¬ 
ment.  See  1  Kings  xii.  7 ;  1  Sam.  viii.  17. 

(4.)  To  designate  military  officers,  see  2  Kings  v.  6  ;  yet  from 
the  first  verse  we  learn  that  he  was  captain  of  the  host  of  the 
king  of  Syria. 

(5.)  As  a  term  of  respect,  like  our  word  “  Sir,”  “  Humble  Ser¬ 
vant;”  as  in  Gen.  xliv.  24  and  xlii.  10.  Yet  Jacob  and  his  sons 
were  residents  of  another  country ;  not  even  the  subjects  of  the 
Egyptian  government ;  much  less  the  property  of  any  individual. 

(6.)  Those  who  are  deprived  of  personal  ownership  without 
their  consent,  before  and  after  age,  those  who  are  slaves,  as  in 
the  case  of  Joseph.  Gen.  xxxix.  17. 

(7.)  And,  lastly,  those  who,  as  in  Josh.  ix.  34,  are  required 
by  law  to  perform  service  for  the  house  of  God,  yet  owning  them¬ 
selves,  having  personal  protection,  protection  of  property,  char¬ 
acter,  all  absolute  rights, — paying  only,  like  other  subjects,  a  tax 
or  revenue. 

The  connection  in  which  the  term  is  used ,  the  nature  of  the  sub¬ 
ject  to  which  it  is  applied ,  or  the  law  of  the  land ,  only  can  fix 
the  import  which  is  to  be  applied  to  it.  It  may  be  asked, 
then,  why  have  our  translators  translated  the  word  Tyt  by  the 
term  bondman?  We  answer,  from  the  connection,  they  saw 
the  service  to  be  rendered  was  fixed ,  or  regulated  by  law  ;  but 
not,  therefore,  slavery,  as  we  have  already  seen. 

The  term  may  be  used  also  to  distinguish  the  relation  of  the 
Ipp  (ebed)  from  that  of  the  TDk?  (salcir)  or  hired  servant.  Much  has 
been  said  about  these  terms  being  used  in  the  Bible  in  contradis¬ 
tinction  ;  and  the  difference  between  them  has  been  inferred  to  be 
the  relation  of  slave  and  hireling,  or  freeman.  That  there  was  a 
difference,  and  an  important  one,  no  mau  denies.  But  that  that 
difference  was  the  relation  of  slave  and  freeman ,  we  do  deny. 
There  was  a  difference. 

(1.)  The  lot?  (hired  servant)  labored  during  a  period,  fixed 
not  by  law ,  but  by  special  contract.  He  seems  not  to  have  en¬ 
gaged  longer  than  a  day,  or  at  farthest  three  years.  See  Deut. 
xxiv.14,  15  ;  com.  Isa.  xvi.  14. 

(2.)  He  was  paid  daily,  or  at  short  intervals.  Deut.  xxiv. 
14,  15. 

(3.)  He  had  no  connection  with  the  family  where  he  labored, 
and  might  be  uncircumcised.  Exod.  xii.  44,  45. 
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The  relation  of  the  "DJt  might  he  entirely  different,  though 
not  that  of  a  slave. 

(1.)  “  His  term  of  service  (when  that  service  was  not  the  pun¬ 
ishment  of  theft*)  was  fixed  by  law  at  six  years,  or  it  might  be 
until  the  year  of  jubilee,  as  seen  in  Exod.  xxi.  2  ;  Lev.  xxv.  54. 

(2.)  Instead  of  daily  wages,  he  received  a  sum  agreed  upon 
at  the  beginning  of  his  engagement.  This  was  called  “  the 
money  of  his  purchase.”  See  Lev.  xxv.  51.  If  a  minor,  the 
money  probably  went  to  his  father.  See  Exod.  xxi.  7.  He  re¬ 
ceived  also  a  home,  food,  and  clothing.  If  he  left  at  the  end  of 
six  years,  he  was  furnished  liberally  out  of  the  flock,  the  floor, 
and  the  wine  press.  Deut.  xv.  14. 

(3.)  He  was  circumcised — became  a  member  both  of  his  mas¬ 
ter’s  family  and  of  the  Church  of  God.  This  was 'the  condition 
of  becoming  an  Tgy.  See  Exod.  xii.  44,  compared  with  verse 
48.  Thus  he  became  a  Jew — was  “made  a  Jew,”  and  became 
entitled  to  the  privileges  of  a  Jew.  See  Esther  viii.  17. 

A  bond  servant,  then,  is  one  whose  time  of  service  is  fixed 
by  law.  The  master  may  have  only  a  leasehold  title  to  his  ser¬ 
vice,  for  a  given  time,  as  with  our  hound  hoy  or  hound  girl. 

We  now  notice  the  word  “Buy.”  For  the  import  of  this  word 
we  again  refer  our  readers  to  our  third  chapter,  where  it  is  exam¬ 
ined.  The  original  word  is  nip  ( Tcanah .)  Its  primary  signification 
is  to  procure,  to  obtain.  The  law  of  the  land,  and  nature  of  the 
subject  to  which  it  is  applied,  determine  the  nature  of  the  tenure 
acquired.  Using  it  in  its  primary  sense,  Eve  said,  (Gen.  iv.  1,) 
“  I  have  gotten  (’H’Jp )  a  man  from  the  Lord.”  She  accord¬ 
ingly  named  him  Cain,  (j’p,)  that  is,  obtained,  acquired.  But 
we  do  not  understand  that  she  paid  a  price,  nor  that  there  was  a 
transfer  of  ownership,  nor  that  Cain  was  held  as  property.  Again, 
Prov.  xv.  32:  “He  that  heareth  reproof,  getteth  (mip)  under¬ 
standing.”  Here  there  is  not  a  transfer  of  ownership.  The  na¬ 
ture  of  the  subject  forbids  it. 

Again,  it  is  used  to  denote  a  leasehold  title  to  service,  for  a 
given  period  of  time,  as  in  Exod.  xxi.  2  :  “  If  thou  buy  ox  procure 
(mpn)  a  Hebrew  servant,  six  years  he  shall  serve,  and  in  the 
seventh  he  shall  go  out  free  for  nothing.”  Here  the  law  of  the 


*The  Hebrews,  as  we  do,  graduated  penalties  according  to  the  magni¬ 
tude  of  offense.  Theft  of  an  ox  was  punished  with  a  greater  penalty 
than  the  stealing  of  a  sheep.  Hence,  when  one  was  sold  for  theft,  it  was 
until  his  services  should  bring  the  amount  required. 
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land  limits  the  acquisition  to  a  leasehold  title  during  six  years. 
“  He  was  not  to  be  held  as  a  possession,  but  a  mere  temporary 
subject.”  “  You  own  not  the  man,  but  his  service ,  for  a  limited 
period.” 

Also,  Lev.  xxv.  4*7-54.  Here  was  a  tenure  of  service  until  the 
year  of  jubilee  ;  and  the  servant  sold  himself ,  or  his  service, 
tmtil  the  year  of  jubilee.  Let  the  reader  turn  to  the  passages 
and  read  for  himself.  Now  this  leasehold  service,  for  a  definite 
period  of  time  ivas  the  service  bought  by  the  Jews ,  of  the  “  heathen 
round  about  them."  And  this  is  the  signification  of  the  word 
(HJp)  buy,  as  used  in  the  text  under  consideration. 

The  word  is  also  used  in  a  secondary  sense,  to  denote  transfer 
of  ownership  and  absolute  control;  as  in  Gen.  xlix.  30,  where 
Abraham  is  said  to  have  bought  the  field  and  cave  of  Ephron 
the  Hittite ;  and  also  where  the  people  are  said  to  have  bought 
corn  of  Joseph.  In  the  latter  case  the  nature  of  the  subject  ad¬ 
mitted  the  transfer  of  ownership  ;  and  the  laws  of  the  land  did 
not  limit  the  manner  of  use  or  time  of  ownership.  But,  as  we 
shall  see,  they  did  restrict  both  in  the  case  of  the  IjJ.' — ser¬ 
vant.  Then  the  form  of  Hip  ( kanah )  used  here  (Upn)  should  be 
rendered  according  to  its  primary  import — procure.  And  the 
reading  of  the  44th  verse  is  this :  “  Both  thy  servant  men  and  ser¬ 
vant  maids  shall  be  of  the  heathen  round  about  you ;  of,  or  from 
them,  shall  ye  procure  servant  men  and  servant  maids.”  Or  if  we 
will  use'the  word  buy,  then  we  must  use  it  as  it  is  used  in  Exod.  xxi. 
2,  and  other  places,  denoting  leasehold  title — a  claim  to  his  service 
for  a  definite  period.  We  use  it  so,  when  we  say  we  have  bought 
an  Irish  emigrant,  who  was  too  poor  to  pay  his  passage  money. 
We  have  simply  a  claim  to  his  service,  until  he  shall  have  ren¬ 
dered  an  equivalent  for  the  money  we  have  advanced. 

We  next  notice  the  words  Possession  and  Inheritance. 

“Ye  shall  take  them  for  a  possession.”  A  living  divine  says 
this  word  is  “  invariably  used  to  signify  ownership  in  landed  es¬ 
tate  ;  not  transient,  but  permanent  possessions.”  Now,  we  shall 
show,  from  the  Word  of  God,  that  it  is  not  so.*  We  do  not 


*  The  same  author  (Dr.  Junkin)  says  the  word,  as  here  used,  denotes 
perpetuity  of  property  in  man.  And  yet  in  immediate  connection,  he 
says,  “  I  have  not  said  it  is  right  to  hold  man  as  property.  Neither,” 
says  he,  “  as  I  suppose,  has  God  affirmed  it  to  be  right.  All  I  affirm  is, 
that  God’s  law  has  permitted  it  to  Israel.” 

Reader,  do  you  believe  God  would  permit,  and  incorporate  into  an 
established  law  for  his  people,  what  he  knew  to  be  wrong  ?  For  if  it  be 
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deny  that  possession ,  when  applied  to  land,  houses,  and  the  like, 
denotes  property  tenure,  and  may  designate  absolute  control. 

Neither  the  term  possession  nor  inheritance  always  denotes 
property  possession.  See  2  Sam.  xx.  1  :  “We  have  no  part 
in  David,  neither  have  we  inheritance  in  the  sons  of  Jesse.” 
The  word  translated  inheritance  means,  they  would  have  no 
interest  in  or  connection  with  David,  or  rather  his  son  Reho- 
boam. 

Again,  the  reader  is  requested  to  notice  Isa.xiv.  1, 2,  where  the 
prophet,  speaking  of  the  return  of  the  J ews  from  captivity  in 
Babylon,  says :  “  The  strangers  (the  Babylonians)  will  be  joined 
with  them ,  and  they  shall  cleave  to  the  house  of  Jacob  ;  and 
Israel  shall  possess  them  in  the  land  of  the  Lord  for  servants  and 
handmaids,”  &c.  The  truth  declared  here  is,  that  many  of  the 
Babylonians  would  embrace  the  Jewish  religion — woidd  cleave  to 
Jacob  of  their  own  choice,  and  to  do  so  would  have  to  become 
members  of  Jewish  families,  and  be  circumcised ;  “  would  be  in¬ 
duced  to  become  proselytes,  to  be  willing  to  accompany  them  to 
their  own  homes  and  to  become  their  servants  there.”  See  Barnes’ 
comment  on  this  passage.  Here  possession  denotes  the  will- 
ing  or  voluntary  service  the  Babylonians  would  render  to  the 
Jeios,  and  thus  become  willing  “captives,”  or  subjects  to  those 
who  were  once  in  bondage  to  the  Babylonians.  Here  the  Jews 
did  not  literally  capture  these. strangers  and  compel  them  to  in¬ 
voluntary  servitude  ;  but  these  strangers  “  clave  unto  Jacob." 

J£3T  Possession,  then,  may  denote  the  interest  which  one  per¬ 
son  may  have  in  the  voluntary  service  of  another,  and  that  not 
of  a  slave  or  chattel.  Remember  this. 

Once  more,  under  this  head,  see  Gen.  xlvii.  11 :  “And  Joseph 
placed  his  father  and  brethren,  and  gave  them  a  possession  in 
the  land  of  Egypt.”  In  what  sense  had  they  possession  in  the 
land  of  Egypt  ?  Answer  :  In  the  sense  of  having  it  to  live  in  or 
use  for  a  season,  as  the  connection  teaches  us.  In  verse  4,  they 
(the  brethren  of  Joseph)  said  unto  Pharaoh,  “  For  to  sojourn  in 
the  land  are  we  come.”  Not  literally  to  possess  the  land  of 


“  not  right,”  it  must  have  been  wrong.  The  Doctor  says,  God  has  no 
where  sanctioned  slavery,  but  that  he  tolerates  slavery.  “  Now  tolera¬ 
tion,”  says  he,  “implies  that  the  thing  is  viewed  as  an  evil;”  and  yet 
he  claims  that  the  evil  should  be  permitted  in  the  Church  of  God.  See 
pamphlet,  pp.  38,  43,  ll. 

For  a  full  exposition  of  the  Doctor’s  false  positions  and  false  reasonings 
see  a  review  of  his  pamphlet  on  the  subject  of  slavery,  by  Rev.  T.  E 
Thomas,  of  Hamilton,  Ohio. 
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Pharaoh.  Arid.  Pharaoh  said  to  Joseph,  “  The  land  of  Egypt  is 
before  thee ;  in  the  best  of  the  land  make  thy  father  and  brethren 
to  dwell" — not  possess.  Here  their  possession  consisted  in  the 
use  of  the  land ,  as  a  place  to  sojourn,  and  procure  sustenance. 

So  the  possession  of  the  Jew  consisted  in  the  use  of  the  ser¬ 
vant — a  claim  to  his  service  for  a  definite  period — not  a  literal 
property  tenure  in  his  person.  This  we  think  will  be  clear  to 
any  mind  by  noticing  Lev.  xxv.  45  :  “  Moreover,  of  the  children 
of  the  strangers  that  do  sojourn  among  you,  of  them  shall  ye 
buy,  and  of  their  families  that  are  with  you,  which  they  begat 
in  your  land  ;  and  they  shall  be  your  possession .”  By  reading 
the  first  part  of  the  chapter,  you  will  see  that  this  law  was  pros¬ 
pective  of  what  the  Jew  should  do  when  he  entered  the  land 
of  Canaan.  At  that  time  strangers'  would  be  dwelling  in  the 
land  with  families  horn  there.  They  would  become  property 
holders,  and  might  even  buy  a  Jew,  (Lev.  xxv.  47,)  and  there 
was  “  one  manner  of  law  for  the  stranger  as  for  the  Jew.” 
Lev.  xxiv.  22.  Now  who  sold  these  free  property  holders,  with 
their  rights  equally  protected  with  those  of  the  Jew?  The  Jew 
dare  not  seize  him  and  sell  him.  This  would  be  punished  with 
death,  as  we  shall  hereafter  see.  There  was  no  power  to  sell 
these  strangers  dwelling  in  the  land  of  Judea,  hut  their  own. 
Evidently  then  they  sold  their  service  for  six  years,  or  to  the 
year  of  jubilee.  Yet  this  voluntary  service  is  called  a  posses¬ 
sion,  in  the  same  verse.  This  is  a  strong  point,  and  there  is  no 
escaping  it;  for  the  Jews  as  certainly  were  to  procure  their  ser¬ 
vants  from  among  the  strangers  living  and  horn  in  their  land , 
as  from  the  nations  around  them.  Should  the  purchaser  die 
before  the  time  expired,  then  the  servant  or  stranger  would 
continue  to  serve  the  children  or  family  of  the  Jew,  until  the 
amount  of  service  contracted  for  should  be  rendered.  The 
phrase,  “  inheritance  for  your  children  after  you,”  includes  also 
the  idea  that  generation  after  generation,  the  descendants  of 
the  then  living  Jews  should  procure  their  servants  from  amongst 
these  strangers.  And  thus  he  would  become  an  inheritance  to 
the  children.  “  Possession  and  inheritance,”  here,  evidently 
mean  the  service  which  the  Jews  would  regularly  procure  from 
those  Gentiles  around  them  and  amongst  them ;  the  Gentiles  or 
strangers  voluntarily  rendering  it.  Other  writers  suppose  that 
Moses,  by  saying  to  the  J ews,  “  they  shall  be  your  possession  and 
inheritance ,”  meant  simply  this  :  “Your  supply  of  service,  to  you 
and  your  children,  shall  continually  be  from  the  strangers  among 
you  and  the  nations  around  you.”  This  view  will  not  be  con- 
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tradictory  to  the  above — is  only  another  mode  of  expressing  it, 
and  as  we  shall  hereafter  see,  will  suit  the  context — the  subject 
matter  about  which  Moses  was  speaking. 

It  has  been  stated,  that  a  possession  did  not  go  out  at  the  ju¬ 
bilee.  This  is  not  true,  as  may  be  seen  by  examining  Lev. 
xxvii.  16-21.  If  you  doubt,  read  the  reference. 

Let  us  now  notice  the  last  point  in  defense  of  slavery,  as 
drawn  from  the  passage  under  consideration.  It  is  the  term 
for  ever.  This  is  supposed  to  be  a  “  clincher,”  and  to  fix,  or 
teach  the  right  of  perpetual  property  in  man.  Such  is  not  the 
doctrine  or  duty  here  taught,  as  I  hope  to  make  plain  to  every 
reader.  And  whilst  I  shall  address  myself  chiefly  to  the  reader 
of  English,  yet  I  remark : 

1.  Every  reader  of  the  original  Hebrew  knows,  that  the  words, 
as  spoken  by  Moses,  are  these :  “  Always,” — “  for  ever  with  them 
shall  ye  serve  yourselves,” — (lIDJin  DH3  D VS)  or  “always  ye 
shall  serve  yourselves  with  them'1  That  is,  as  long  as  ye 
shall  procure  servants,  ye  shall  procure  them  from  among  the 
heathen.* 

2.  Every  English  reader  who  has  a  copy  of  the  Polyglott 
Bible,  published  by  the  American  Bible  Society,  can  see  in  the 
margin  most  of  the  same  correction.  Then,  if  he  will  go  back 
a  few  verses  and  notice  the  connection,  he  will  see  that  this  ren¬ 
dering  or  translation  harmonizes  with  the  subject  about  which 
Moses  was  speaking.  He  was  not  speaking  about  perpetuity  of 
property  in  man ,  hut  about  the  class  or  nation  of  people 
FROM  WHOM  THEY  SHOULD  ALWAYS  GET  THEIR  SERVANTS.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  he  says  :  “  Both  thy  servant-men  and  servant-women, 
(or  “  bondmen  and  bondmaids,”)  which  ye  shall  have,  shall  be 
of  the  heathen  round  about  you” — “  ye  shall  always  serve  your¬ 
selves  with  them :  but  over  the  children  of  Israel  ye  shall  not 
rule,”  &c. ; — as  though  he  had  said,  the  heathen  are  the  class  of 
people  from  whom  ye  shall  obtain  your  servants,  for  thereby 
they  will  be  brought  into  the  church,  and  made  acquainted  with 
the  true  God.  Header,  pause  until  the  above  truth  is  fixed  in 
your  mind.  Let  this  truth  be  remembered,  and  the  argument 
will  always  swing  clear — the  great  difficulty  be  removed. 

Again,  we  must  see  that  Moses  did  not  design  to  teach  per¬ 
petual  property  in  man,  because — 

*  Barnes,  in  his  late  work  on  Slavery,  speaking  concerning  this  text, 
says :  “  All  that  is  fairly  implied  in  this  text  is,  that  the  permanent  provis¬ 
ion  for  servants  was,  not  that  they  were  to  enslave  or  employ  their 
brethren,  the  Hebrews,  but  that  they  were  to  employ  foreigners.” 
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(1.)  Neither  the  master  nor  the  slave  could  live  “for  ever,”  or 
perpetually.  But  does  the  objector  say,  “  He  meant  by  for  ever 
as  long  as  the  master  and  servant  lived  2”  Then  I  say  that  he, 
like  Dr.  Junkin,  at  once  admits  that  for  ever  is  here  to  be  used 
in  a  limited  sense — the  point  claimed  in  our  next  remark.  And 
according  to  the  argument  of  the  objector,  for  ever  may  be 
limited,  not  merely  to  the  year  of  jubilee,  but  to  one  day,  or  to 
six  months ;  for  the  servant  and  master  may  both  die  'within 
that  time. 

(2.)  Moses  knew  the  jubilee  would  necessarily  limit,  and  close 
the  period  of  service  of  the  servant;  and  could  not  therefore 
have  meant  to  teach  (even  if  his  words  were  arranged  as  men 
generally  read  them)  perpetual  property  in  man.  In  the  pre¬ 
ceding  part  of  the  chapter,  (verse  10,)  we  have  the  institution 
of  the  jubilee  given  by  himself  to  the  same  people  in  these 
words  :  “Ye  shall  hallow  the  fiftieth  year,  and  proclaim  liberty 
throughout  all  the  land,  unto  all  the  inhabitants  thereof;  it 
shall  be  a  jubilee  unto  you ;  and  ye  shall  return  every  man  unto 
his  possession,  and  ye  shall  return  every  man  unto  his  family.” 
(TTOBb  W?,  to  all  inhabiting  her ;  that  is,  the  land.)  Now 
liberty  being  proclaimed  to  all  the  inhabitants  thereof,  and 
“  every  man  returned  to  his  family,”  how  could  any  be  held  in 
perpetual  bondage  ? 

Nor  is  the  phrase,  “  to  all  those  inhabiting  her,”  or  “  to  all 
the  inhabitants  thereof,”  to  be  limited  to  Jews  only,  as  some 
teach.  The  Bible  usage  of  the  word  “  inhabitants ,”  means,  most 
generally,  all  those  living  in  a  land  or  place,  whether  Jews  or 
Gentiles — land  possessors  or  not.  It  is  used  often  to  denote  all 
that  dwell  upon  the  earth.  Ps.  xxxiii.  8  :  “  Let  all  the  inhabi¬ 
tants  of  the  earth  stand  in  awe  of  Him,”  that  is,  God.  Also, 
verse  14:  “He,”  the  Lord,  “  looketh  upon  all  the  inhabitants 
of  the  earth.”  Again,  it  is  used  to  denote  Gentiles  as  well  as 
Jews,  inhabiting  the  same  land.  1  Chron.  ix.  2  :  “Now  the 
inhabitants  that  dwelt  in  their  possessions  in  their  cities,  were, 
the  Israelites,  the  priests,  Levites,  and  the  Nethinims .”  Here 
the  Nethinims,  though  Gentiles,  were  called  inhabitants  of  the 
land.  Barnes,  in  his  work  on  Slavery,  speaking  of  the  import  of 
the  Hebrew  word  which  in  the  text  is  translated  inhabitants, 
says,  “  The  word  is  used  in  the  Bible  eleven  hundred  times,  and 
there  is  no  word  which  would  more  naturally  embrace  all  that 
abode  in  a  country  from  any  cause  whatever.  Any  dweller,  any 
inhabitant,  any  one  who  resides  in  a  place,  any  one  who  sojourns, 
any  one  who  remains  only  for  a  short  time ,  or  any  one  who  has 
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a  permanent  residence,  would  be  embraced  by  this  word.”  The 
term  then  included  all  living  in  the  land,  and  that  were  bound  in 
any  way  to  service. 

(3.)  Another  fact,  proving  that  the  Gentile  servants  went  out 
at  the  jubilee.  Every  one  becoming  an  13Jt,  or  bond  servant 
had  to  be  circumcised.  Gen.  xvii.  13 ;  Exod.  xii.  44.  In  so 
doing,  he  became  a  Jew,  (Esther  viii.  17,)  and  entitled  to  the 
privileges  of  a  Jew.  See  Calmet,  Art.  Proselyte.  Drs.  Gardner 
and  Jennings  believe  there  were  none  who  could  with  propriety 
be  styled  proselytes,  save  those  who  fully  embraced  the  Jewish 
religion.  “These  engaged  themselves  to  receive  circumcision 
and  to  observe  the  whole  law  of  Moses.  Thus  they  were  ad¬ 
mitted  to  all  the  privileges  of  the  people  of  the  Lord.” — Wat¬ 
son.  “  Foreign  servants,  as  -well  as  Hebrew  servants,  were  to  be 
initiated  into  the  Hebrew  religion  ;  and,  when  willing,  they  were 
to  be  received  as  members  of  the  Hebrew  community ;  and  thus 
received,  they  were  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  and  immunities 
of  native  Hebrews — for  there  was  to  be  but  one  law  for  the 
converted  stranger  and  the  native  Hebrew.” — C.  E.  Stowe,  D.  D. 
Would  these  proselytes,  these  adopted  Jews  be  denied  the 
privileges  of  the  jubilee?  Would  it  not  be  a  solemn  farce  to 
adopt  these  Gentiles  into  the  church,  and  then  cut  them  off 
from  the  privileges  of  the  church? 

Nor  will  it  avail  any  thing  to  say,  “  This  release  was  a  civil  in¬ 
stitution  ;  and  because  the  servant  was  brought  into  the  church, 
and  entitled  to  all  the  privileges  of  the  church,  it  does  not  there¬ 
fore  follow  that  he  was  entitled  to  all  civil  privileges.”  To  this 
we  reply,  we  have  already  seen  that  this  year  of  release  secured 
freedom  to  all,  and  it  matters  not  whether  it  was  a  civil  or  a  re¬ 
ligious  institution.  It  put  an  end  to  servitude — the  point  now 
under  consideration.  2.  The  institutions  of  sabbatical  years 
and  the  jubilee  were  pre-eminently  religious  institutions,  as  cer¬ 
tainly  so  as  our  Sabbath  now  is.  The  Gentile  servant  then, 
being  adopted  into  the  church,  would  be  entitled  to  the  privileges 
of  the  church.  If  the  Jewish  servant  went  out  free  at  the  year 
of  release,  the  proselyte  did  also. 

Again,  the  jubilee  was  typical.  “The  jubilee  commencing 
on  the  great  day  of  the  atonement,  typified  the  acceptable  year 
of  the  Lord,  (Luke  iv.  18,  19,)  the  gospel  dispensation.”  This 
is  a  general  admitted  fact  with  commentators.  The  atonement 
was  typical  of  that  atonement  or  propitiation,  which  was  made 
for  the  “sins  of  the  whole  world, l1'1  1  John  ii.  2.  The  glad 

sound  of  the  liberty  trumpets  was  a  type  of  that  gospel  dispen- 
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sation,  which  is  “ good  tidings  of  great  joy  to  all  people.” 
Luke  ii.  10.  Now,  is  this  atonement  and  this  gospel  liberty 
offered  to  Gentiles  as  well  as  Jews  ?  Every  Bible  reader  knows 
it  is.  So  was  the  sound  of  the  jubilee  trumpets  to  the  Gentile 
servants,  as  well  as  to  Jews. 

One  design  of  the  jubilee,  says  Calmet,  was  to  prevent  per¬ 
petual  slavery.  Hear  his  words :  “  The  object  of  the  jubilee 
was  to  prevent  the  rich  from  oppressing  the  poor,  and  from  re¬ 
ducing  them  to  perpetual  slavery.”  Josephus,  who  was  a  Jew 
and  lived  before  the  final  destruction  of  the  Mosaic  economy, 
says  that  even  the  ear-bored  servant,  who  in  Exod.  xxi.  6  is  said 
to  “serve  for  ever,”  went  free  at  the  jubilee.  These  are  his 
words :  “  If  any  one  be  sold  to  one  of  his  own  nation,  let  him 
serve  him  six  years,  and  on  the  seventh  let  him  go  free ;  but  if 
he  have  a  son  by  a  woman  servant  in  his  purchaser’s  house,  and 
if,  on  account  of  his  good  will  to  his  master ,  and  his  natural 
affection  to  his  wife  and  children ,”  (not  by  force  as  we  do,)  “he 
will  be  servant  still,  let  him  be  set  free  only  at  the  coming  of 
the  year  of  jubilee;  and  let  him  then  take  away  with  him  his 
children  and  wife,  and  let  them  he  free  also."  And  note  this  :  all 
agree,  even  Dr.  Junkin  himself,  that  the  woman  serving  the  pur¬ 
chaser  was  a  Gentile ;  yet  not  only  did  this  husband,  who  is 
said  to  “  serve  for  ever,”  go  free,  but  this  Gentile  woman  and  her 
children ;  proving  two  points :  (1)  that  the  word  for  ever  is  some¬ 
times  used  in  a  limited  sense  ;  and  (2)  that  the  Gentiles,  as  well 
as  Jews,  went  out  free  at  the  jubilee.  By  consequence  Moses 
could  not,  in  the  text  under  consideration,  have  designed  to 
teach  perpetuity  of  property  in  man ;  hut  simply  the  class  of 
people  from  whom  they  should  procure  their  servants.  Barnes 
says,  “  The  language  which  is  employed  in  Lev.  xxv.  46,  ‘  they 
shall  be  your  bondmen  for  ever,’  does  not  of  necessity  imply 
that  this  refers  to  the  perpetual  bondage  of  the  individual  slave. 
It  could  not  at  all  events  be  literally  true ,  nor  is  it  necessarily 
meant  even  that  the  individual  was  to  be  a  slave  till  his  death.” 
The  same  language  precisely  is  used  of  the  Hebrew  servant  who 
had  his  ear  bored,  yet  we  have  seen  that  he  went  out  free  at  the 
jubilee.  If  limited  in  the  one  case,  it  may  be  in  the  other. 

The  two  following  authorities  are  given  by  Barnes :  Rabbi 
Solomon  says,  “  Thou  shalt  proclaim  liberty  to  the  servants 
whether  the  ear  had  been  perforated  with  an  awl  or  not,  or 
whether  the  six  years  had  not  been  completed  from  the  time 
when  they  were  purchased.”  Maimonides  says,  “  The  servant 
who  was  sick  as  the  year  of  jubilee  comes  in,  becomes'  free. 
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When  a  servant  who  sells  himself,  or  who  was  sold  by  the  court,” 
(this  was  done  for  theft,  Exod.  xxii.  3,)  “  made  an  attempt  to 
escape,  he  was  held  to  make  up  for  these  years,  but  he  was  set  at 
liberty  at  the  year  of  jubilee.”  “  The  year  of  jubilee  made  all 
servants  free  without  exception.”  This,  says  Barnes,  is  the 
opinion  of  the  most  distinguished  Jewish  Rabbins,  and  in  his 
book  he  gives  the  authorities. 

Cruden,  on  the  word  eternal,  says  :  “  The  words  eternal,  ever¬ 
lasting,  and  for  ever,  are  sometimes  taken  for  a  long  time ,  and 
are  not  to  be  understood  strictly  ;  as  for  example  Gen.  xvii.  8.” 
“And  in  many  other  portions  of  Scripture,  and  in  particular 
when  the  word  for  ever  is  applied  to  the  Jewish  rites  and  privi¬ 
leges,  it  commonly  signifies  no  more  than  the  standing  of  that 
commonwealth ,  or  until  the  coming  of  the  Messiah.  Exod.  xii. 
14-17;  Num.  x.  8.”  Gesenius  says:  “The  term  is  often  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  Jewish  priesthood,  to  the  Mosaic  ordinances,  to 
the  possession  of  the  land  of  Canaan,  to  the  time  of  service  to 
be  rendered  by  a  slave?'  Parkhurst  says  that  (obi'p  olam)  for 
ever  denotes  “sometimes  the  period  of  time  to  the  jubilee,”  and 
cites  Exod.  xxi.  6,  Deut.  xv.  17,  as  proof.  The  learned  Bishop 
Horsley  says  :  “  The  man  is  ignorant  of  Jewish  technical  terms, 
who  does  not  know  that  the  term  for  ever ,  as  used  in  this  text, 
(Lev.  xxv.  4G,)  means  no  more  than  to  the  year  of  jubilee.” 
Quoted  by  Thomas.  Then,  take  which  reading  we  will— either 
our  common  version,  as  given  by  King  James,  or  the  reading 
as  above  given,  (and  found  in  the  language  in  which  Moses  spake 
it,) — we  are  forced  in  either  case  to  use  the  word  for  ever  in  a 
secondary  or  restricted  sense,  denoting  uniformity  of  custom, 
and  limited  duration.  Such  usage  is  common  with  us,  and  in 
the  Bible.  No  phrases  are  more  common  with  us  than  these  : 
“  The  Northern  preachers  are  for  ever  harping  on  slavery.”  “  My 
relations  in  Ohio  are  always  teasing  me  about  my  slaves.” 
“  Such  an  one  is  for  ever  dabbling  in  politics.”  “  When  I  go 
to  the  city  of  - — — ,  I  always  put  up  at  the  Broadway  Hotel.” 
“John  Q.  Adams  is  for  ever  troubling  Congress  with  his  aboli¬ 
tion  petitions.”  In  these,  and  like  examples,  we  use  the  word 
for  ever  and  always,  denoting  uniformity  of  custom  or  practice, 
as  long  as  the  parties  meet  or  live.  So  it  is  sometimes  used  in 
the  Bible. 

Thus,  1  Kings  xii.  7.  The  counsellors  said  to  Rehoboam, 
“the  people  will  be  thy  servants  for  ever.”  Now  the  counsellors 
did  not  expect  Rehoboam  to  live  as  king  perpetually,  nor  that 
the  people  as  subjects  would  live  perpetually.  All  that  any 
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man  here  understands  by  the  term  for  ever,  is  that  continually, 
as  long  as  the  parties  lived  or  existed,  the  people  would  serve 
him.  The  case  is  a  very  clear  one,  and  much  to  the  point  under 
consideration.  Again,  1  Chron.  xxiii.  13,  we  are  told  that  Aaron 
and  his  sons  were  set  apart  “  to  burn  incense  before  the  Lord  for 
ever.”  Now,  neither  Aaron  nor  his  sons  lived  perpetually  to 
offer  incense ;  and  two  of  them,  Nadab  and  Abihu,  were  con¬ 
sumed  by  fire  from  the  Lord  for  their  impiety.  What  then  is 
here  meant  by  the  term  for  ever  ?  This,  as  every  reader  must 
clearly  see — that  continually,  as  long  as  they  lived,  this  work 
should  be  their  duty  and  employ.  Again,  1  Sam.  xxvii.  12, 
Achish  said  concerning  David,  “  therefore  he  shall  be  my  ser¬ 
vant  for  ever that  is,  soldier  in  my  employ ;  for,  in  ch.  Xxviii. 
2,  Achish  said  to  David,  “  Therefore  will  I  make  thee  keeper  of 
mine  head  for  ever” — that  is,  my  body  guard.  Here  again,  for 
ever  means  continually,  and  as  long  as  the  parties  should  live, 
David  should  thus  serve  Achish.  Once  more  :  “  Elisha  said  to 
Gehazi,  The  leprosy  of  Xaaman  shall  cleave  unto  thee  and  unto 
thy  seed  for  ever.”  2  Kings  v.  27.  Now,  we  do  not  under¬ 
stand  that  the  disease  of  leprosy  would  go  with  them  into  the 
“  spirit  world ;”  but  that  continually,  and  as  long  as  they  lived, 
it  should  be  upon  them.  So  continually — as  long  as  the  Jews 
existed  as  a  nation,  and  did  procure  servants,  they  were  to  pro¬ 
cure  them  from  the  heathen  round  about  them.  Whilst  the 
above  is  true,  this  also  is  true :  The  primary  signification  of  for 
ever  is  perpetual  duration — unlimited  duration;  and  such  we 
are  always  to  understand  when  it  is  used,  unless  the  nature  of 
the  subject  to  which  it  is  applied,  the  connection  in  which  it  is 
used,  or  the  laws  of  the  land  forbid.  Then,  like  other 
words,  it  may  be  restricted.  This  every  scholar  knows.  Now 
in  the  case  before  us,  the  connection,  and  laws  of  the  land  pre¬ 
viously  instituted,  positively  forbid  that  we  should  use  it,  save  in 
that  secondaiy,  or  restricted  sense,  so  often  used  in  the  Bible. 
The  connection  shows  that  Moses  was  simply  teaching  the  Jews 
the  class  of  people  from  whom  they  should  procure  their  ser¬ 
vants  ;  and  the  jubilee  previously  instituted,  together  with  other 
laws  defining  the  nature  of  the  servitude,  proves  that  Moses  had 
no  design  here  to  teach  absolute  ownership,  and  perpetuity  of 
possession  in  man ;  but  this :  “  Both  thy  bondmen  and  bondmaids 
shall  be  of  the  heathen  round  about  you ;  ye  shall  always  serve 
yourselves  with  them,  for  thereby  the  heathen  will  be  profited 
by  being  brought  into  the  church,  and  God  glorified.”  The  in¬ 
stitution  was  not  a  selfish  system,  seeming  the  good  of  the  Jew 
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at  the  expense  of  the  heathen.  The  good  was  mutual;  but 
especially  was  the  good  of  the  heathen  servant  secured.  This 
we  shall  see,  by  noticing  the  nature  of  the  servitude  to  be  ren¬ 
dered. 

II.  Nature  of  the  Servitude. 

In  deciding  whether  slavery  was  found  in  the  Mosaic  econo¬ 
my,  we  must  keep  distinctly  before  our  minds  what  constitutes 
slavery.  We  must  be  careful  not  to  confound  slavery  with  other 
relations  that  are  lawful  and  innocent.  It  is  an  abuse  of  lan¬ 
guage,  and  it  is  dishonesty  in  reasoning,  to  apply  the  same  term 
to  relations  entirely  distinct  in  nature  and  effects.  That  only  is 
slavery,  as  you  saw  in  our  first  chapter,  which  includes  involun¬ 
tary  service,  and  -property  tenure  in  man.  Was  this  found  in 
the  servitude  regulated  and  defined  by  the  laws  of  Moses?  We 
answer,  it  was  not.  The  servitude  in  the  case  of  adults  was  en¬ 
tered  upon  voluntarily ,  and  the  purchaser  had  no  property  ten¬ 
ure  in  man,  but  only  a  claim  to  his  service  for  a  definite  period 
of  time,  as  men  now  have  in  apprentices,  or  bound  boys.  Much 
depends  upon  sustaining  this  position,  which  we  believe  may  be 
clearly  and  forcibly  done.  The  reader  will  be  aided  in  seeing  it 
by  remembering  that  words  and  phrases  vary  in  their  import  in 
different  ages  and  countries.  We  are  now  in  the  habit  of  attach¬ 
ing  the  idea  of  absolute  property  to  any  thing  which  is  said  to 
be  bougltt.  But,  as  we  have  shown,  in  the  days  of  Moses,  as  it 
used  to  be  in  our  own  country,  when  an  individual  bound  him¬ 
self  by  law  to  perform  service  for  another  for  six  years,  or  until 
the  year  of  jubilee,  this  voluntary  engagement  was  often  ex¬ 
pressed  by  the  varied  forms  of  the  verb  to  buy.  The  servant  who 
bound  himself  to  perform  service  to  certain  periods  of  time  for  a 
certain  amount,  was  said  to  be  sold,  and  the  master  or  man  by 
whom  his  services  were  engaged,  was  said  to  have  bought  him; 
yet  the  servant  was  voluntary.  Thus, 

the  jew  sold  himself. 

Moses,  speaking  to  the  children  of  Israel,  said :  “  And  if  a  so¬ 
journer  or  stranger  wax  rich  by  thee,  and  thy  brother  that 
dwelleth  by  him  wax  poor,  and  sell  himself  to  the  stranger  or 
sojourner  by  thee,”  &c.  Lev.  xxv.  4,  7.  Here  the  Jew  engaged 
his  services  only  until  the  year  of  jubilee,  as  you  will  see  by 
reading  the  verses  that  follow.  The  Jew  received  the  wages  due 
for  his  service  ;  for  if  at  any  time,  between  that  and  the  jubilee, 
he  wished  to  redeem  himself  he  could  do  so  by  “  giving  again 
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the  price  of  his  redemption,  out  of  the  money  that  he  was  bought 
for.”  (y.  51.) 

Again,  in  verse  39,  we  have  the  case  of  a  Jew  who  sold  him¬ 
self  to  a  fellow  Jew.  In  our  present  translation  the  language  is, 
“  If  thy  brother  that  dwelleth  by  thee  be  waxen  poor,  and  be 
sold  unto  thee,”  &c.  By  the  words  “  be  sold,”  is  to  be  under¬ 
stood  that  he  “  sold  himself;”  for, 

1.  In  the  original  Hebrew  the  same  word  nimkar )  is 

used  which  is  used  in  verse  4  7,  and  there  translated  “  sell  himself.” 

2.  He  had  committed  no  crime  for  which  he  should  be  sold 
by  the  judges ;  but  was,  like  the  Jew  described  in  verse  47,  poor, 
and  wanted  something  for  himself  and  family — a  home  until 
the  jubilee ;  and  such  he  got,  as  the  context  shows.  It  is  clear, 
then,  that  the  Jewish  servant  was  voluntary  in  his  servitude, 
even  ’when  he  was  said  to  “  be  sold." 

So,  under  the  Mosaic  economy, 

THE  STRANGER  OR  GENTILE  SOLD  HIMSELF. 

In  the  same  chapter  from  which  we  have  been  quoting  (Lev. 
xxv.  45)  will  be  found  these  words  :  “Moreover,  of  the  children 
of  the  stranger  that  do  sojourn  among  you,  of  them  shall  ye  buy, 
and  of  their  families  that  are  with  you,  which  they  begat  in  your 
land ;  and  they  shall  be  your  possession.”  These  strangers  dwelt 
among  the  Jews  just  as  Germans  and  Irish  do  among  the  native 
citizens  of  our  Republic.  They  might  become  property  holders, 
and  even  buy  a  Jew,  just  as  a  Jew  might  buy  a  stranger ;  that  is, 
his  service  up  to  a  given  time.  See  Lev.  xxv.  47,  as  above 
quoted.  The  property  and  liberty  of  these  strangers  were  pro¬ 
tected  equally  with  those  of  the  Jew.  “  Ye  shall  have  one  man¬ 
ner  of  law,  as  well  for  the  stranger  as  for  one  of  your  own  coun¬ 
try ;  for  I  am  the  Lord  your  God.”  Lev.  xxiv.  22.  “  Thou  shalt 
neither  vex  a  stranger  nor  oppress  him;”  and  this  enforced  by 
the  consideration,  “  for  ye  were  strangers  in  the  land  of  Egypt.” 
Exod.  xxii.  21.  The  strangers,  then,  were  freemen,  with  their 
rights  as  well  protected  as  those  of  the  Jew ;  yet  of,  or  from 
among  these  strangers,  sojourning  in  their  land,  and  born  in 
their  land,  did  the  Jew  buy  or  procure  his  servants.  How,  who 
sold  these  freemen — that  is,  their  service  to  a  given  time? 
There  was  no  power  in  Judea,  as  we  shall  see  hereafter,  aside 
from  themselves,  that  dare  do  it.  Who  sold  these  freemen? 
Will  you  try  to  evade  the  point  by  saying,  it  was  the  children  of 
these  sojourners  that  were  sold  to  the  Jew  ?  Then  we  reply  : 

1.  The  pooof  lies  with  you. 
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2.  If  they  were,  then  the  Jew  was  required  by  law  to  cir¬ 
cumcise  the  child.  See  Gen.  xvii.  12.  This  made  the  child  a 
Jew,  “  entitled  to  all  the  prerogatives  of  a  Jew.” — Watson. 
And  as  they  had  “  one  manner  of  law,  as  well  for  the  stranger 
as  for  one  of  their  own  country,”  it  is  clear  that  this  child,  like 
the  child  of  the  Jew,  and  like  a  hound  child  in  our  land,  went 
out  free  when  it  attained  the  age  of  a  freeman.  And  there  is 
no  proof  to  the  contrary.  And  we  do  not  deny  the  right  of  a 
parent  to  place  his  child  in  a  bond  service.  But, 

3.  The  inference  is  as  clear,  that  the  phrase  “children  of  the 
stranger,”  in  this  verse,  means  adult  strangers,  as  that  the  phrase 
■“  children  of  Israel,”  in  the  next  verse,  means  adult  Israelites. 
And  then,  to  settle  all  doubt,  the  verse  explains  itself,  by  telling 
us  that  these  persons,  designated  by  the  phrase  “  children  of  the 
stranger,”  had  families ,  which  they  “  begat  in  your  land.”  _  And 
as  it  is  a  thing  unheard  of  for  babies  to  have  families,  it  is  clear 
that  by  the  phrase  “children  of  the  stranger”  is  meant  adult 
strangers.  Then  take  it  either  way,  whether  the  Jew  bought 
parent  or  child,  in  neither  case  did  he  buy  one  who  was  already 
a  slave.  Many,  even  of  those  who  are  anti-slavery  men,  believe 
that  those  servants  bought  or  procured  from  among  the'  hea¬ 
then,  were,  when  first  bought  by  the  Jew,  slaves,  but  afterwards 
became  free  by  force  of  the  Jewish  laws  and  religion.  Yet  here 
is  a  case  where  the  stranger  was  a  free  man ,  and  as  certainly  sold 
himself  (that  is,  his  services  for  a  definite  period  of  time)  as  ever  a 
Jew  did.  Had  these  “strangers”  or  “ sojourners”  been  slaves, 
they  could  not  have  either  sold  themselves,  that  is,  their  service, 
nor  that  of  their  families.  Yet,  from  both  these  strangers  and 
their  families  were  the  Jews  to  procure  help  or  service.  They 
must  therefore  have  been  freemen  in  order  to  sell  themselves, 
that  is,  their  service  for  a  given  time. 

I  ask  again,  who  sold  these  strangers  ?  There  was  no  power 
In  J udea  that  dare  do  it.  Flaming  from  Mount  Sinai  came  the 
law :  “  He  that  stealeth  a  man,  and  selleth  him,  or  if  he  be  found 
in  his  hands,  he  shall  surely  be  put  to  death.”  Exod.  xxi.  16. 
“  God’s  cherubim  and  flaming  sword  guarding  the  entrance  to 
the  Mosaic  system.”  But  do  you  say  this  means  that  one  man 
should  not  steal  a  servant  or  slave  from  another  man  ?  Then  we 
answer : 

1.  It  would  have  been  written,  he  that  stealeth  a  servant  or 
slave — not,  “  he  that  stealeth  a  man.” 

2.  The  Hebrew  word  (fiJl  ganabh )  is  one  that  means,  not 
merely  secret  purloining,  but  also  open  violence  and  robbery.  It  is 
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the  word  used  in  Gen.  xl.  15,  where  Joseph  says,  “I  indeed  was 
stolen  away  out  of  the  land  of  the  Hebrews.”  It  is  the  word  that 
is  used  to  designate  the  robbery  of  liberty — the  chattelizing  of 
man.  Jarchi,  one  of  the  oldest  of  the  Jewish  commentators, 
gives  the  import  of  this  stealing  and  making  merchandise  of 
men,  thus :  “  Using  a  man  against  his  will ,  as  a  servant  law¬ 
fully  (i.e.  by  human  law)  purchased ;  yea,  though  he  should 
use  his  services  ever  so  little,  only  to  the  value  of  a  farthing, 
or  use  but  his  arm  to  lean  on  to  support  him,  if  he  he  forced 
so  to  act  as  a  servant,  the  person  compelling  him  but  once 
to  do  so  shall  die  as  a  thief,  whether  he  has  sold  him  or 
not.”  Quoted  from  Bush’s  commentary.  Involuntary  servi¬ 
tude  could  not  enter  Israel  by  sanction  of  her  laws.  It  was 
death  to  rob  a  man  of  his  liberty,  or  even  to  hold  him  after  he 
was  robbed  by  others.  Oppression  in  its  slightest  form  was 
guarded  against. 

3.  If  the  command  had  recognized  the  right  of  property  in 
man  by  the  master,  and  was  simply  guarding  the  property  of 
the  master,  then  it  would  have  demanded  a  different  penalty. 
It  would  have  atoned  for  the  crime  by  requiring,  as  in  other 
cases,  a  property  punishment.  It  was  a  principle  in  the  Jewish 
law,  that  where  property  was  taken,  the  thief  should  return  an 
increased  amoimt  of  property ;  and  if  he  had  not  the  property, 
then  he  was  to  be  sold,  until  his  services  would  pay  the  amount. 
See  Exod.  xxii.  1-3.  But  where  liberty  was  taken,  and  thus 
violence  done  to  manhood  and  the  image  of  God,  then  death 
was  the  penalty.  When  a  man  murdered  his  fellow-man,  he 
robbed  him  of  liberty;  did  violence  to  manhood,  and  the  image 
of  God.  So,  when  he  enslaved  him,  as  he  inflicted  on  him  a  like 
wrong— robbed  him  of  liberty,  did  violence  to  manhood  and  the 
image  of  God — on  the  aggressor  was  inflicted  a  like  penalty — 
death.  Here,  whilst  yet  at  the  foot  of  the  smoking  mount,  where 
was  heard  the  voice  of  the  Almighty,  inscribed  as  it  were  upon 
‘  the  frontlet  of  the  nation’s  existence,  was  the  foimdation  truth, 
man  as  man  owns  himself.  And  as  personal  ownership  is  the 
dearest  of  all  rights — that  in  which  all  others  inhere,  it  should 
be  guarded  by  the  severest  of  all  penalties — death.  By  all  then 
that  was  dear  to  a  Jew  in  time  and  in  eternity,  he  dare  not  seize 
the  stranger,  or  rob  him  of  his  liberty.  The  stranger ,  then,  must 
have  sold  himself.  But  do  you  say,  although  the  Jew  might 
not  seize  the  stranger  and  enslave  him,  yet  he  might  buy  those 
who  had  already  been  seized  and  enslaved  by  the  nations  around 
them?  We  answer,  the  above  command  (Exod.  xxi.  16)  as 
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effectually  excluded  slaveholding  as  it  did  slavemaking.  It  pun¬ 
ished  the  perpetuation  of  the  crime  with  the  same  penalty  that  it 
did  the  beginning  of  it.  Not  only  he  that  stealeth  and  selleth  a 
man,  “  but  if  he  be  found  in  his  hands,  he  shall  be  put  to 
death.”*  If  the  Jew  had  not  first  stolen  him — if  some  other 
had  stolen  him  and  sold  him  to  the  Jew7,  yet  if  this  stolen  man 
was  “  found  in  his  hands” — if  the  Jew  was  found  guilty  of  per¬ 
petuating  the  crime,  he  was  alike  to  be  punished  with  death. 
Now,  this  truth  was  consistent  with  reason — the  standard  of  jus¬ 
tice  the  world  over.  The  vrorld  has  decided  that  the  sharer  or 
withholder  of  stolen  goods  is  as  guilty  as  the  original  thief.  How 
would  it  look — oh  !  how  would  it  look  in  the  eyes  of  Justice, 
for  Moses  to  make  a  law  forbidding  the  J ews  to  steal  horses,  yet 
giving  them  another  law  allowing  them  to  buy  those  that  they 
Icneiv  were  stolen.  That  man  owns  himself  the  Jew  knew ;  and 
fresh  before  his  mind  was  the  vindication  of  this  sacred  right,  by 
that  stretched-out  arm  of  the  Almighty,  that  scattered  the  corpses 
of  the  Egyptian  oppressors  like  stranded  wrecks  upon  the  bosom 
of  the  Red  Sea.  The  Jew,  then,  no  more  dare  touch  a  stolen 
man  (that  is,  with  intention  to  continue  him  in  slavery)  than  he 
dare  seize  a  free  man,  and  enslave  him.  The  participant  would 
be  just  as  criminal  as  the  first  perpetrator  of  the  act.  And  it 
did  not  then,  any  more  than  now,  require  the  wisdom  of  a  Solo¬ 
mon  to  see  it.f 

But  do  you  again  say,  the  slaves  sold  to  the  Jews  were  cap¬ 
tives,  taken  in  war  by  the  surrounding  nations  ?  To  this  we 
reply  : 

(1.)  The  position  lacks  one  essential  thing,  and  that  is,  proof. 
It  is  mere  assertion. 

(2.)  This  is  only  another  name  for  kidnapping,  or  man-steal¬ 
ing — is  indeed  the  way  slaves  are  now  kidnapped  on  the  coast 
«of  Africa.  And  the  American  people  say  it  is  piracy — a  crime 
which  they  say,  as  the  Jewish  law  did,  shall  be  punished  with 
death.  It  is  not,  and  never  was  right.  And  if  the  Jew  did  get 


*  The  passage  in  Deut.  xxiv.  *7  is  a  specific  law,  having  reference  to 
Jews  only,  whilst  the  above  is  a  general  law,  having  reference  to  all 
men. 

\  The  position  of  Dr.  Eice,  and  many  of  the  American  people,  is  that 
to  seize  a  man  in  a  state  of  freedom,  and  enslave  him,  is  an  “  unrighteous 
thing but  if  another  man  has  seized  the  enslaved  one,  and  robbed  him  of 
his  liberty,  then  we,  by  transferring  to  the  robber  a  little  money,  may 
continue  to  rob  the  enslaved  one  of  his  liberty,  and  be  blameless.  How 
absurd !  See  Dr.  Kice’s  debate  with  President  Blanchard. 
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his  servants  in  that  way,  the  slaves  now  living  in  our  land  were 
not  obtained  in  that  way.  They  are  unoffending  persons.  The 
example  of  the  Jew,  then,  would  be  worth  nothing  to  us.  But, 

(3.)  The  text  (Lev.  xxv.  45)  which  we  have  now  under  con¬ 
sideration,  tells  us  that  the  Jew  was  not  only  to  procure  his  ser¬ 
vants  from  the  heathen  round  about  them,  but  also  from  among 
those  strangers  horn  and  dwelling  peacefully  in  the  land  of  the 
Jew.  Then,  when  these  strangers  became  servants  to  the  Jews, 
they  must  have  done  so  voluntarily.  And  there  is  no  evidence  that 
the  servants  who  came  from  the  nations  round  about  them  came 
in  any  other  way.  Indeed,  as  we  have  seen,  the  law  of  Moses 
forbids  that  they  should  come  in  any  other  way.  Then  it  was 
not  only  true  that  the  Jew  in  becoming  a  servant  did  so  voluntas 
rily — sold  himself,  that  is,  his  service  to  a  given  period — but  the 
stranger  did  so  also.  This  is  an  important  truth — a  truth  which 
frees  the  Mosaic  servitude  from  one  of  the  essential  elements  of 
slavery — involuntary  servitude.  We  have  nothing  to  say  against 
voluntary  servitude.  I  have  it  from  good  authority,  that  one  of  the 
wealthiest  men  that  ever  lived  in  Maysville,  Kentucky,  was  a 
u  stranger  ” — sold  himself,  that  is,  his  services,  for  seven  years, 
that  he  might  get  to  America,  and  have  a  little  to  start  on.  So 
a  poor  Jew  or  Gentile  might  wish  a  home ,  where  he  could  receive, 
first,  the  “purchase  money,”  (Lev.  xxv.  51,)  then  a  good  home, 
where,  as  we  shall  see,  his  person ,  his  rights  were  protected, 
shielded  from  marauding  tribes  by  the  “  God  of  battles.”  But 
voluntary  servitude,  however  long,  is  not  slavery. 

Again,  in  noticing  the  nature  of  the  servitude  under  the  Mo¬ 
saic  economy,  we  remark  :  Whether  the  servant  of  the  Jew  was 
voluntary  in  the  commencement  of  his  servitude  or  not,  sure  we 
are,  from  the  foregoing  facts,  he  was  in  the  continuance  of  it.  If 
it  were  admitted  that  the  servant  was  bought  of  a  heathen  master 

O 

who  enslaved  him  and  sold  him  without  his  consent,  it  does  not 
follow  that  the  Jew  held  him  as  such — a  slave,  because  he  had 
bought  him  with  money.  Nehemiah  bought  some  of  his  breth¬ 
ren  of  the  Persians,  but  did  not  hold  them  as  slaves.  The  law 
forbade  it.  The  context  proves  it.  (Nehem.  v.  8.)  A  Hebrew 
might  buy  a  fellow  Hebrew,  but  he  might  not  hold  him  as  a 
slave.  He  had  only  a  leasehold,  title  to  his  service.  Lev.  xxv. 
39  ;  Exod.  xxi.  2.* 


*  The  Jew  might  not  deem  it  a  sin  to  redeem  the  slave  from  slavery,  by 
placing  him  in  a  bound  service,  where,  by  law,  his  personal  safety  was  se¬ 
cured — his  religious  wants,  and  eventually  his  entire  liberty ;  as  in  the 
5 
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The  American  people  have  frequently  bought  fellow  Ameri¬ 
cans,  who  were  taken  captives  by  pirates  or  enemies.  But  these 
captives  were  not  held  as  slaves  by  the  Americans.  And  it  is 
clear,  that  if  a  Jew  even  bought  a  slave,  he  could  not  continue  to 
hold  him  as  a  slave — one  doomed  to  involuntary  servitude.  The 
testimony  of  Maimonides,  a  Jewish  Rabbi,  as  quoted  in  our 
third  chapter,  is  very  pertinent,  and  proves  the  position.  Turn 
and  see  his  words,  page  25.  From  this  Jewish  writer  this  much 
is  clear,  that  whether  the  servant  bought  was  first  subjugated 
by  the  heathen  master,  and  sold  without  his  consent  to  the  Jew, 
or  whether  he  was  one  that  came  from  among  the  heathen,  and 
sold  himself,  that  is,  his  service,  he  might  not  in  either  case  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  a  servant  without  his  consent.  Unwilling  service  of  an 
adult  and  innocent  man  might  not  exist  in  Israel. 

The  above  position  may  be  shown  again  from  the  rite  of  cir¬ 
cumcision.  Every  servant  (13J?)  must  necessarily  be  circum¬ 
cised.  See  Gen.  xvii.  12  ;  Exod.  xii.  44.  If  the  servant  refused 
to  be  circumcised,  or  eat  leavened  bread  during  the  feast,  or 
touched  any  unclean  thing,  and  refused  to  be  cleansed  with  the 
“  water  of  separation,”  he  was  “  cut  off,”  excluded  from  Israel. 
Gen.  xvii.  14;  Exod.  xii.  19  ;  Num.  xix.  16.  The  master  could 
not  hold  a  servant  without  these  rites  were  complied  with  ;  and 
all  that  a  servant  need  to  do,  in  order  to  be  from  under  the  con¬ 
trol  of  his  master,  was  to  refuse  circumcision ;  or,  in  case  of  tres¬ 
pass  upon  the  ceremonial  laws,  refuse  to  be  cleansed. 

But  especially  on  the  nature  of  the  covenant  do  we  rely  for 
proof.  In  this  covenant  he  chose  the  Lord  to  be  his  God.  To 
compel  an  adult  to  receive  the  covenant,  would  be  mockery  be¬ 
fore  God  ;  just  as  it  would  be  to  compel  an  individual  now  to  re¬ 
ceive  the  rite  of  baptism.  “The  God  of  Jacob  will  not  accept 
any  other  than  the  worship  of  a  willing  heart.”  “  By  circumcision 
to  boys,  and  baptism  to  girls,  each  of  them  by  this  received  (as 
it  were)  a  new  birth ;  so  that  those  who  were  before  slaves  now 
became  free.” — Calmet.  It  is  preposterous,  then,  to  talk  about 
slavery  being  found  in  connection  with  such  laws. 

Under  this  head,  we  may  add  these  additional  truths  :  They 
were  required  to  observe  the  Sabbath,  celebrate  the  various  feasts, 
and  attend  three  times  a  year  at  Jerusalem.  Were  these  duties 
enforced  by  fear  of  pains  and  penalties  ?  Were  they  driven  from 


case  of  bound  boys  with  us.  In  this  case  the  Jew  would  not  be  a  slave¬ 
holder — only  a  redeemer  and  guardian.  But  we  believe  the  former  argu¬ 
ment  the  correct  one. 
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all  parts  of  tlie  land  three  times  a  year  to  Jerusalem,  and  there 
made  to  offer  up  mock  petitions  in  woeful  jargon  with  the 
prayers  of  their  masters ;  then  again  driven  away  by  thou¬ 
sands,  like  beasts  of  burden,  to  their  fields  of  toil  ?  Was  this  the 
passport  to  the  communion  of  saints  ?  For  the  sake  of  his  own, 
and  the  character  of  God,  let  no  man  say  he  believes  it. 

Again,  we  prove  the  servitude,  in  continuance  at  least,  must 
have  been  voluntary,  by  the  peculiar  opportunities  and  facilities 
the  servants  had  for  escape.  Three  times  a  year  was  every  man 
required  to  appear  at  Jerusalem  before  the  Lord,  and  each  one 
with  an  offering.  See  Deut.  xvi.  16,  17.  Now,  in  attending 
these  feasts  many  of  them  would  be  nearly  a  week  in  their  journey 
up  there,  a  week  at  each  feast,  and  several  days  in  returning. 
How  did  the  slaveholder's  get  their  ten,  fifty,  or  a  hundred  slaves 
up  to  Jerusalem  ?  Did  they  send  for  their  neighbor's  to  help 
drive  them  ?  And  did  they  take  turns  by  night  in  keeping  a 
sharp  look-out  lest  any  should  conclude  to  assume  to  himself 
the  crime  of  personal  ownership,  and  walk  off;  And  if  he 
should,  were  there  any  of  those  beings  called  negro-catchers, 
skulking  along  the  defiles  and  narrow  passes,  watching  for  the 
poor  man  struggling  for  the  lauded  boon  of  liberty  ?  And  if  so, 
will  any  of  our  pro-slavery  divines  tell  us  where  is  found  the 
code  by  which  fugitives  were  arrested  ?  Or  did  the  masters 
then,  when  a  number  were  driven  any  considerable  distance,  hand¬ 
cuff  them,  and  drive  them,  amid  the  music  of  chains,  to  the  house 
of  prayer  and  praise  ?  And  when  they  arrived  at  the  holy  city, 
were  they  lodged  in  jail  for  safe  keeping  ?  Did  the  Sanhedrim 
“  appoint  special  service  for  them,”  and  some  one  to  impart  “  oral 
instruction  ?"  Or,  if  permitted  to  go  at  large,  were  they  skulking 
under  the  eaves  of  the  temple,  or  employed  in  watching  the 
coaches  and  horses  of  their  masters,  whilst  the  masters  worship¬ 
ped  within  ?  And  were  there  some  men  called  patrollers,  armed 
with  cowhides  and  pistols,  prowling  about  on  Sundays  and 
nights,  lest  the  slaves  should  worship  in  “  unlawful  assemblages ,” 
and  later  than  eight  or  nine  o’clock  ?  Oh,  for  honor  to  God,  and 
for  consistency  in  man,  let  us  not  suppose  that  such  horrid 
paraphernalia  were  mingled  with  the  worship  of  the  Most  High. 
We  do  not  ask  such  questions  because  our  bosoms  are  destitute 
of  love  for  those  involved  in  the  practice  of  slaveholding.  No  ! 
with  them  are  linked  the  tenderest  ties  of  consanguinity,  and  the 
dearest  associations.  But  we  ask  them  because  such  things  are 
always  found  in  the  land  of  slavery,  and  are  inseparable  from 
it  where  it  exists  to  any  extent ;  and  with  the  example  of  Holy 
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Writ  before  us,  (1  Kings  xviii.  27,)  we  use  irony  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  the  glaring  inconsistency  of  error. 

We  might  also  ask,  what  became  of  the  sturdy  hand-maids,  or 
bond-women,  left  at  home  whilst  all  the  males  above  twelve  years 
were  gone  during  two  or  three  weeks  to  Jerusalem  ?  Surely  the 
tender  daughters  and  mothers  did  not  stand  as  sentinels,  day  and 
night,  to  watch  over  those  who  were  compelled  to  serve,  in  that 
land  where  “  a  very  considerable  degree  of  severity,  in  the  treat¬ 
ment  of  servants,  was  indulged  in  during  the  Old  Testament 
times.”  *  To  talk  of  slavery,  (which  includes  compulsory  service,) 
under  such  laws  and  usages  as  were  established  among  the  Jews, 
is  but  to  utter  contradictions. 

Next,  we  prove  that  the  servitude  amongst  the  Jews  must 
have  been  voluntary,  because  they  had  a  law  positively  forbid¬ 
ding  the  return  of  a  fugitive.  “  Thou  shalt  not  deliver  unto  his 
master  the  servant  which  is  escaped  from  his  master  unto  thee : 
he  shall  dwell  with  thee,  even  among  you,  in  that  place  which 
he  shall  choose,  in  one  of  thy  gates,  where  it  liketh  him  best: 
thou  shalt  not  oppress  him."  Deut.  xxiii.  15,  16.  This  was  a 
humane  institution,  and  designed  to  prevent  the  servant  from 
being  oppressed  in  body  or  mind.  Nor  will  it  avail  any  thing 
if  we,  like  some,  attempt  to  escape  this  Scripture  by  saying  it  has 
reference  to  heathen  servants  who  should  escape  from  their  mas¬ 
ters  to  the  Jews.  Reader,  hear  the  words  of  one  who  has  studied 
long  and  carefully  the  Word  of  God.  “  It  is  in  vain  to  say  this 
law  refers  only  to  fugitives  from  the  heathen.  There  is  no  such 
thing  in  the  law ;  there  is  nothing  in  the  connection  to  limit  it 
thus ;  it  stands  disconnected  to  both  sides ;  it  is  a  positive  statute, 
and  is  therefore  to  be  strictly  interpreted.  Its  design  was  to  prevent 
all  cruelty  and  injustice.  If  a  servant  was  abused,  he  could  at 
any  time  leave  his  master,  and  serve  him  right  in  doing  it ;  and  a 
servant  who  would  be  base  enough  to  run  away  from  a  good 
master,  would  be  no  great  loss,  and  the  statute  was  in  all  re¬ 
spects  a  good  one,  and  could  do  harm  to  no  one.  God  grant 
that  there  may  be  such  a  statute  in  every  State  where  slavery 
exists,  and  for  the  present  I  ask  n'o  more.”— Professor  Stowe  be¬ 
fore  the  American  Board  of  C.  F.  M.,  when  at  Brooklyn,  New- 
York.  The  text  cited  shows  that  no  man  could  be  kept  contrary 
to  his  will.  If  he  was  “  oppressed  in  any  wise,”  he  could  flee  to 


*  The  words  included  in  quotation  marks  are  those  of  Dr.  Jurikin, 
We  believe  his  words  are  not  true,  as  we  shall  hereafter  see. 
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a  neighboring  city  or  tribe ;  and  the  law  protected  him  from 
being  delivered  up.  This  is  clear  and  decisive. 

Do  you  still  insist  that  the  statute  had  refeTence  to  Gentile 
servants  ?  Then  we  answer,  so  far  as  the  question  of  slavery  is 
concerned,  your  position  does  not  affect  the  argument.  For  if 
slavery  was  lawful  to  the  Jew  only,  and  not  to  the  Gentile,  then 
it  is  not  lawful  to  you  ;  for  you  are  not  a  Jew,  but  a  Gentile. 
But  if  lawful  to  you,  or  the  Jew,  it  was  lawful  to  the  Gentile; 
and  if  lawful,  then  it  would  have  been  wrong  to  pass  a  law  de¬ 
priving  the  Gentile  master  of  the  right  to  recover  his  property. 
But  the  very  fact  that  God  enacted  such  a  law  is  proof  positive 
that  he  did  not  regard  as  lawful  the  right  of  property  in  man — 
that  it  is  wrong  for  man  to  oppress  his  fellow-man  in  any  form  ; 
and  if  there  are  those  who  will  do  it,  then  there  ought  to  be 
places  and  institutions  prepared  for  the  shelter  and  protection  of 
the  oppressed.  Barnes  says  :  “  Assuredly,  if  Moses  had  supposed 
that  the  master  had  a  right  to  the  slave,  he  would  never  have 
publicly  invited  the  slave  to  escape  if  he  could.  He  never  would 
have  thrown  around  the  runaway  the  protecting  shield  of  his 
laws.  He  would  never  have  proclaimed  in  the  face  of  all  nations, 
that  the  moment  when  a  man  who  had  fled  from  oppression 
had  reached  the  land  overshadowed  by  Hebrew  laws  and  cus¬ 
toms,  that  moment  he  was  a  freeman  ;  and  all  the  powers  of  the 
State  would  be  exerted  to  secure  him  from  being  restored  to  his 
master.”  Does  any  man,  who  knows  the  fact  that  Pennsylvania 
passed  a  law  forbidding  the  fugitive  slave  to  be  delivered  up  to 
his  master,  and  punishing  any  of  her  officers  who  shall  do  so, — 
does  any  man,  with  this  act  before  him,  suppose  for  a  moment 
that  the  laws  of  Pennsylvania  even  tolerate  slavery  ?  And  if 
the  Legislature  of  that  State  should,  in  addition  to  their  law,  ap¬ 
pend  the  words  of  God  in  the  cited  statute,  requiring  every  citi¬ 
zen  of  Pennsylvania  to  il  let  the  servant  that  is  escaped  from  his 
master  dwell  with  thee,  even  among  you,  in  the  place  where  he 
shall  choose,”  and  then  add,  “  thou,  slialt  not  oppress  him 
does  any  man  suppose  that  that  Legislature  would  be  guilty  of 
such  folly  as  to  turn  right  round,  and  pass  laws  allowing  the 
same  citizens  to  enslave — to  practice  the  worst  form  of  oppres¬ 
sion — require  the  citizens  to  shelter  the  slave  from  Virginia,  and 
then  allow  them  to  practice  the  same  thing  which  they  repro¬ 
bated  in  others  ?  As  long  as  the  former  statute  existed,  and  there 
was  humanity  enough  in  the  citizens  of  the  State  to  enforce  it, 
it  would  be  impossible  for  any  one  man,  or  set  of  men,  to  en¬ 
slave — that  is,  to  enforce  involuntary  servitude.  And  are  we  to 
5* 
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suppose  that  equal  folly  was  wrought  by  the  Divine  Legislator  ? 
or  that  slavery  could  have  existed  under  that  law,  when  we  re 
member  that  Israel  was  yet  a  Theocracy ;  that  God  Almighty 
was  yet  the  executioner  of  his  own  laws  ?  As  well  talk  of  ice¬ 
bergs  in  the  desert  of  Sahara,  or  of  the  drifted  snow  in  the  furnace 
of  Nebuchadnezzar.  Slavery,  then,  could  not  enter  the  Jewish 
Theocracy ;  and  if  it  had  entered,  it  could  not  have  stayed 
there . 

That  God  did  not  intend  to  allow  the  right  of  property  in 
man,  or  involuntary  servitude,  is  clear  from  other  statutes.  The 
Jew  was  required  to  return  that  which  was  the  property  of  his 
fellow-man.  Exod.  xxiii.  4.  If  he  saw  the  ox,  or  ass,  even  of  his 
enemy,  going  astray,  the  law  of  the  land  made  it  the  duty  of  the 
Jew  to  return  that  property.  But  the  fact  that  God  forbade  that 
the  servant  should  be  delivered  up,  “  that  was  escaped  from  his 
master,”  is  evidence  clear  as  a  demonstration,  that  God  did  not 
recognize  the  right  of  man's  ownership  of  his  fellow-man ;  for  if 
the  servant  was  the  lawful  and  righteous  property  of  his  fellow- 
man,  whether  the  owner  be  Jew  or  Gentile,  it  would  have  been 
wrong  to  withhold  that  which  was  lawful  property.  But  no !  it 
never  was  lawful  to  enslave ;  even  if  slavery  was  an  “  organic 
sin,”  sanctioned  by  long  established  laws  and  customs — whether 
the  servant  had  been  oppressed  by  Jew  or  Gentile.  God  here 
made  a  law  in  direct  and  immediate  contravention  of  the  wicked 
laws  and  customs  of  men.  This  passage  strikes  a  death-blow  to 
slavery,  take  it  either  way  you  will.  It  destroys  the  property 
tenure  in  man,  the  very  heart  of  slavery.  It  destroys  also  invol¬ 
untary  servitude,  the  life’s  blood  of  slavery ;  and  man  can  no 
more  exist  without  heart  and  blood,  than  slavery  can  without 
property  ownership  in  man,  and  involuntary  servitude.  The  two 
essential  elements  in  slavery  did  not  exist  in  the  Jewish  servitude; 
therefore  that  servitude  was  not  slavery.  In  the  language  of 
Doctor  Beecher,  “  It  wasn’t  slavery ;  it  is  mockery  to  call  it 
so.” 

2.  The  next  element  which  we  notice  in  the  nature  of  the 
Jewish  servitude  is,  that  each  servant  had  safety  of  person  se¬ 
cured  to  him  by  law.  As  an  example,  see  Exod.  xxi.  26,  27 : 
“  If  a  man  smite  the  eye  of  his  servant  or  the  eye  of  his  maid, 
that  it  perish,  he  shall  let  him  go  free  for  his  eye’s  sake.  And 
if  he  smite  out  his  man-servant’s  tooth,  he  shall  let  him  go  free 
for  his  tooth’s  sake.”  The  servant  having  voluntarily  bound 
himself  by  law  to  labor  for  a  term  of  years — for  six,  or  to  the 
jubilee,  as  the  case  might  be ;  and  the  money  for  that  service 


SERVITUDE  UNDER  THE  MOSAIC  ECONOMY. 


55 


having  been  paid,  as  in  Lev.  xxv.  46-51, — “  He  shall  give  again 
out  of  the  money  he  was  bought  for,” — if  the  master  should  in¬ 
flict  upon  him  personal  injury,  then  the  servant  went  free  from  his 
obligation,  and  the  master  lost  the  money  and  service,  as  a  pun¬ 
ishment  for  his  passion  and  cruelty.  “  Moses  frequently  deliv¬ 
ered  general  laws  in  the  form  of  particular  examples ;  and  al¬ 
though  here  only  the  eye,  one  of  the  most  valuable  organs,  and 
the  tooth,  one  of  the  most  easily  dispensed  with,  are  mentioned, 
yet  it  is  clear  that  all  other  organs  of  intermediate  value  are 
included;  and  mutilation  in  every  form  is  forbidden,  on  penalty 
of  losing  the  services  of  his  servant,  though  he  might  have  paid 
a  sum  of  money  for  his  services  to  a  stipulated  time.”  The  mas¬ 
ter,  then,  was  punished  for  any  maltreatment  of  the  person  of 
the  servant.  The  above  statute,  together  with  the  statute  in 
Deut.  xxiii.  15,  16,  released  the  servant  from  such  a  master, 
thereby  punishing  the  master  for  such  offense,  and  secured  the 
servant  against  a  second  infliction  of  maltreatment.  The  person 
of  the  servaut  was  as  sacredly  guarded  as  that  of  any  other  per¬ 
son  of  the  nation,  whether  he  was  a  Jew  or  a  Gentile,  for  he 
might  be  either.  “Ye  shall  have  one  manner  of  law,  as  well  for 
the  stranger  as  for  one  of  your  own  country.”  Lev.  xxiv.  22.  “  But 
the  stranger  that  dwelleth  with  you  shall  be  unto  you  as  one 
born  among  you,  aud  thou  shalt  love  him  as  thyself.”  Lev. 
xix.  34.  “  Cursed  be  he  that  perverteth  the  judgment  of  the 

stranger,  fatherless,  and  widow :  and  all  the  people  shall  say, 
Amen.”  So  sacredly  guarded  was  the  person  of  the  servant,  that 
the  master  was  put  to  death  as  quick  for  the  killing  of  a  servant, 
where  there  was  evidence  of  wilful  murder,  as  for  the  killing  of 
any  freeman.  See  Exod.  xxi.  12-20.  Read  these  passages. 
Also,  “  Whosoever  killeth  any  person,  the  murderer  shall  be  put 
to  death  by  the  hand  of  witnesses.  *  *  *  Moreover,  ye 

shall  take  no  satisfaction  for  the  life  of  a  murderer,  he  shall  surely 
be  put  to  death.  So  shall  ye  not  pollute  the  land  wherein  ye 
are ;  for  blood  it  defileth  the  land  ;  and  the  land  cannot  be 
cleansed  of  the  blood  that  is  shed  therein,  but  by  the  blood  of 
him  that  shed  it.”  Num.  xxxv.  30-33. 

Under  this  head  of  personal  security,  we  may  notice  the  cruel 
perversions  that  have  been  given  to  the  20th  and  21st  verses  of 
the  21st  chapter  of  Exodus:  “And- if  a  man  smite  his  servant 
or  his  maid  with  a  rod,  and  he  die  under  his  hand,  he  shall  surely 
be  punished,”  i.  e.,  with  death,  according  to  the  above  rule, 
(verse  12.)  “  Notwithstanding,  [or  but.]  if  he  continue  a  day  or 

two,  he  shall  not  be  punished,  [i.  e.  with,  or  to  the  amount  of 
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death  ;]  for  he  is  his  money.”  Some  suppose  that  this  passage 
teaches  that  among  the  Jews  slavery  existed, — that  man  held 
his  fellow-man  as  property,  disposed  of  at  pleasure,  like  other 
property ;  and  because  of  this  property  claim  the  master  was  not 
to  be  punished  if  he  killed  his  slave.  Now,  this  passage  means 
no  such  thing  ;  it  is  a  plain  case,  as  every  person  may  see.  And, 

(1.)  Every  man  knows,  that  in  the  sight  of  God,  it  is  just  as 
wrong  to  kill  a  slave  as  a  freeman.  “  He  that  sheddeth  man's 
blood,  [whether  slave  or  freeman,]  by  man  shall  his  blood  be 
shed.”  “Thou  shalt  not  kill.”  “He  that  killeth  any  man 
shall  surely  be  put  to  death,”  whether  the  object  of  rage  be  bond 
or  free,  is  the  command  of  God.  Our  civil  law  recognizes  the 
act  as  criminal  as  the  slaying  of  a  freeman  ;  and  if  enforced  would 
assuredly  inflict  the  same  penalty. 

(2.)  The  Jewish  law,  like  ours,  looked  at  the  intention  of  an 
act ;  judging  of  it  by  circumstantial  evidence.  See  Num.  xxxv. 
20-23  ;  Deut.  xix.  1 1.  There,  if  the  manslayer  used  an  “  instru¬ 
ment  of  iron,”  or  “  a  stone,”  or  “  a  hand  weapon  of  wood,”  and 
“  if  he  thrust  him  with  hatred,  that  he  die,”  he  was  adjudged  a 
murderer  ;  the  circumstances  proving  an  intent  to  kill.  But  in 
the  present  case,  the  master  could  not  be  regarded  as  a  wilful 
murderer.  He  had  not  intent  to  kill,  as  appears,  first,  from  the  fact 
that  the  servant  did  not  die  under  his  hand.  Had  he  intended 
to  kill  him,  he  would  have  beat  him  to  death  at  once.  Secondly, 
the  kind  of  instrument  employed  favored  the  same  conclusion. 
Had  he  used  an  “instrument  of  iron,”  or  “a stone,”  or  “a  hand 
weapon  of  wood,”  instead  of  a  “  rod,"  (D3H' — skebet — small  stick, 
Isa.  xxviii.  27,)  there  would  have  been  evidence  of  intent  to  kill. 
Thirdly,  the  servant  “  was  his  money  ;”  not  literally  pieces  of 
silver,  but  the  source  of  money,  and  for  the  services  of  whom  he 
had  paid  money.  It  was  considered  improbable  that  a  man 
would  destroy  his  own  sources  of  gain.  Then  the  phrase,  “  his 
money,”  is  here  used,  not  to  teach  that  the  master  had  a  right  to 
beat  to  death  his  slave  because  he  was  his  money,  nor  even  a 
right  to  punish  him  with  a  “  very  considerable  degree  of  cruelty,” 
but  as  circumstantial  evidence  that  the  master  had  not  intent  to 
kill ,  and  should  not  therefore  be  punished — that  is,  with  death. 

Now,  this  will  appear  clear,  if  in  the  examination  of  the  pas¬ 
sages  collated,  we  notice, 

(1.)  The  master  was  put  to  death  for  killing  his  servant,  if 
there  was  evidence  of  intent  to  kill ;  as  is  clear  from  verse  20  of 
this  same  chapter  :  “  If  a  man  smite  his  servant  or  his  maid  with 
a  rod,  and  he  die  under  his  hand ,  he  shall  surely  be  punished,” 


SERVITUDE  UNDER  THE  MOSAIC  ECONOMY. 


51 


or  avenged ,  as  the  origiual  Hebrew  means  ;  and  the  correction  is 
found  in  the  margin  of  your  Bible.  And  why  punished  with 
death  ?  Because  the  fact  of  the  servant  dying  under  his  hand 
shows  intent  to  kill. 

The  position  is  also  made  clear  from  Lev.  xxiv.  17  :  “He  that 
killeth  any  man  shall  surely  be  put  to  death.”  Also,  “  He  that 
smiteth  a  man  so  that  he  die ,  shall  be  surely  put  to  death.” 
Exod.  xxi.  12.  This  verse  precedes  those  two  verses  under  con¬ 
sideration, 'and  is  the  basis  on  which  the  latter  are  built.  It  is 
the  general  principle  laid  down  of  inflicting  death  for  death. 
And  lest  any  might  suppose  that  the  life  of  a  servant  was 
cheapened  by  the  fact  that  he  was  a  servant,  God,  blessed  be  his 
holy  name,  sedulously  guarded  the  servant’s  life  against  passion 
and  danger;  and  in  the  20th  verse, declares  again  that  the  same 
general  principle,  of  death  for  death,  shall  be  enforced — there 
being  evidence  of  intent  to  kill. 

But  in  the  next  verse  he  says,  if  the  servant  “  continue  a  day 
or  two,”  with  other  circumstances  showing  that  the  master  had 
not  intent  to  kill,  then  he  shall  not  be  punished  with  death,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  general  rule  previously  laid  down. 

(2.)  He  was  punished  for  any  cruel  treatment  of  his  servant. 
This  is  clear  from  verses  26  and  2Y,  where  the  master  was  pun¬ 
ished  -with  the  loss  of  his  servant,  if  he  so  much  as  knocked  out 
his  tooth,  or  maimed  his  body  in  any  way. .  It  is  not  true,  then, 
that  “a very  considerable  degree  of  severity  might  be  practiced  by 
masters  under  Old  Testament  times.”  The  law  did  not  so  much 
as  tolerate  such  a  thing,  (verses  26  and  2Y,)  but  immediately  took 
the  servant  from  a  master  who  should  inflict  the  least  cruelty 
upon  his  servant,  and  punished  him  in  so  doing.  Deut.  xxvii. 
19,  Lev.  xxiv.  22,  prove  also  that  he  was  punished.  Then,  in 
the  21st  verse,  by  the  phrase  “  he  shall  not  be  punished,”  it  is 
manifest  we  are  to  understand,  that  he  was  not  to  be  punished 
with  death,  according  to  the  preceding  rule,  on  account  of  the 
circumstances  proving  that  he  had  not  intent  to  kill,  and.  not  be¬ 
cause  his  slave  was  his  money.  Think  you,  reader,  that  God 
would  require  the  master  to  be  punished  for  the  small  offense  of 
knocking  out  a  tooth,  and  then  let  the  master  of  the  same  ser¬ 
vant  go  unwhipped  of  justice  for  manslaughter — for  mangling 
to  such  a  degree  of  cruelty  as  to  cause  death  ?  Such  a  license 
would  not  be  surpassed  in  cruelty  by  the  bloodiest  days  of  Pagan 
Rome.  Such  a  perversion  would  make  God  a  monster  of  cruelty, 
and  his  Holy  Word  a  license  for  crime.  Carry  it  out  now,  and 
any  man  whose  services  are  bought  for  a  time,  or  for  life,  whether 
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he  be  black  or  white,  may  be  beaten  even  to  death  for  any  whim 
that  may  infest  the  breast  of  an  irresponsible  master.* 

We  have  dwelt  on  the  above  passage,  because  we  know  it  is  a 
stumbling-block  to  many.  Under  this  head  we  may  notice 
another  passage  supposed  by  some  to  be  a  license  for  compul¬ 
sory  and  rigorous  servitude.  It  is  Lev.  xxv.  23  :  “  Thou  shalt 
not  rule  over  him  [*'.<?.,  a  poor  afflicted  Jew,  reduced  by  some 
misfortune  to  poverty— verse  39,  and  had  to  sell  himself  for  a  suste¬ 
nance  for  himself  and  family— verse  41]  with  rigor,  but  shalt  fear 
tiiy  Uod.  Because  it  is  said  here  that  no  one  should  rule  over 
the  poor  Jew  with  rigor,  it  is  inferred,  (1)  that  they  mfoht  rule 
over  the  poor  heathen  servant  with  rigor;  and,  (2)  because  the 
Jaw  was  not  to  hold  the  poor  Jew  as  a  bondman,  but  that  he 
sliould  be  to  his  brother  Jew  as  a  hireling  or  sojourner,  it  is  in¬ 
terred  that  the  bondman  might  be  held  as  a  slave— property 
worked  without  consent.  In  reference  to  the  first  inference,  it  is’ 
like  the  Jews  in  the  days  of  our  Saviour,  inferring  that  they 
might  Jiate  their  enemies  because  the  law  required  them  to  love 
then-  neighbors.  Or,  as  though  one  should  now  infer  that  he 
is  justified  in  cursing  his  friend,  because  the  Saviour  said,  “Pray 
or  them  that  despitefully  use  you.”  Because  we  are  enjoined 
to  bestow  mercy  upon  one  poor  man,  it  does  not  follow  that  we 
may  heap  oppression  upon  another  who  is  equally  innocent. 
And  the  Jew  knew  it  when  he  was  commanded,  “  Thou  shalt 

Egypt” V6X  3  Stian§e1'  nor  °PPress  llim  i  for  ye  were  strangers  in 

In  reference  to  the  second  inference,  drawn  from  the  40tt 
verse,  because  the  poor  Jew  was  an  adult,  and  not  a  minor  that 
he  might  be  bound  ;  and  because  he,  to  get  bread  to  eat  for  him 
and  his  family,  had  sold  himself. j  (for  so  the  original  word 
miPovts  ;)  and  he  had  no  crime  but  that  of  being  poor, 
having  fallen  in  decay,  and  might  not  be  sold  by  the  judged  ;  and 
Uv.6  i  j  6  IS  r®(luirecl  not  to  be  held  subject  to  his° master’s 
f  7d  fS-a  b°Und  servant  is>  but  permitted  to  be  with  his 
•  '  u  °  ^  U  V  8°?d’  arK^  thus  be  like  a  hireling  or  sojourner; 

<  t“au.s'(  be  nnght  receive  daily  wages  as  a  hireling  for  the 
wants  ot  his  poor  family ;  does  it  follow  that  one  who  is  held  in  a 
aiuerent  relation  must  therefore  be  a  slave,  and  without  any 


in  thT  day?  fr°m  the  “  nations  around,”  differed  not 

Jews  ha. J  ehelr  maSte7’ ?  J  tbat  theJwere  a  little  whiter;  for  the 

•Jews  Had  just  come  up  out  of  Africa  into  Asia. 
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compensation  for  his  toil  ?  Let  us  try  it.  My  neighbor  is  a 
blacksmith ;  he  has  a  boy  bound  to  him ;  he  also  wants  a 
house  built,  or  a  fence  made.  He  hires  a  carpenter  to  come 
and  work  for  him.  Every  night  the  carpenter  returns  home  to 
his  family,  having  received  his  daily  -wages,  and  with  it  provides 
for  the  necessities  of  his  family.  The  bound  boy  stays — is  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  rules  of  the  family — is  required  to  do  all  the  domestic 
labors— learns  a  trade — is  educated.  At  the  end  of  the  bond-ser¬ 
vice,  he  receives  a  set  of  tools,  hoi-se,  saddle,  and  bridle,  and  being 
mounted,  rides  off  free  as  the  air  that  bore  on  its  bosom  the 
sweet  tones  of  the  jubilee.  Hoes  it  follow  that  because  during 
his  bond-service  he  sustained  a  different  relation  from  that  of  the 
carpenter,  that  he  was  therefore  a  slave  ?  Everybody  says,  No ! 
Nor  does  it  follow,  that  because  the  bondman  sustained  a  differ¬ 
ent  relation  from  that  of  the  poor  Hebrew,  that  he  was  therefore 
a  slave,  as  we  have,  and  shall  yet  further  show.  And  if  it  be 
true  that  no  Jew  might  be  held  in  the  relation  of  a  bond-servant, 
still  it  does  not  follow  that  the  relation  of  a  bond-servant  must 
therefore  be  that  of  a  slave. 

The  passages  first  cited  show  that  personal  security  was 
secured  to  the  servant:  the  objections  raised  do  not  militate 
against  the  truth,  but  harmonize  with  it.  And  thus  every  part 
of  God’s  Word  may  be  made  to  harmonize  with  his  character, 
which  is  love.  Think  not  then,  dear  reader,  that  the  Bible  is  a 
throne  from  which  wre  may  receive  power  to  enslave  man — a 
forge  where  we  may  find  chains  to  bind  him,  and  a  storehouse 
where  we  may  gather  rods  to  beat  him.  No  1  the  God  of  the 
Bible  loves  his  poor,  and  has  evinced  it  in  his  Holy  Word.  And 
when  his  professed  ministers  come  to  you,  with  hands  wrreaking 
with  blood,  and  Bibles  labelled  with  oppression,  hear  them  not. 
They  are  mistaken  prophets,  “  crying,  Peace,  peace,  when  there 
is  no  peace.”  And  whilst  they  would  “  sew  pillows  under  the 
armholes  ”  of  some,  they  bind  chains  upon  the  hands  of  others. 

3.  A  third  element  which  we  notice  in  the  Jewish  servitude 
is,  that  the  bondman  had  secured  to  him  bylaw  more  than  one 
third  of  his  time  for  religious  purposes.  If  they  remained  until 
the  year  of  jubilee,  they  had, 

(1.)  Every  seventh  year — seven  out  of  fifty.  See  Lev.  xxv. 
3-6.  \ 

(2.)  They  had  every  seventh  day,  as  most  of  ours  get.  Exod. 
xx.  10. 

(3.)  They  had  at  the  feast  of  the  Passover  seven  days.  Deut. 

xvi.  3-11. 
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(4.)  They  had  at  the  feast  of  Weeks  seven  days.  Deut.  xvi. 

10,11. 

(5.)  They  had  at  the  feast  of  Tabernacles  eight  days.  Lev. 
xxiii.  34-39.  All  the  males  were  required  to  appear  at 
these  feasts,  in  the  place  where  the  Loid  should  choose,  which 
we  know  was  Jerusalem,  (Deut.  xvi.  16.)  The  going  to  and 
from  these  feasts,  together  with  the  time  spent  at  them  and  in 
preparations,  would  consume  for  each  feast  from  two  to  three 
weeks.  To  this  may  be  added  the  feast  of  Trumpets,  of  New 
Moons,  and  the  Atonement  day.  Now,  if  we  add  together  the 
time  as  above  shown,  we  shall  find  that  the  bondman  had  more 
than  one  third  of  his  time  for  religious  purposes,  and  consequently 
abstinence  from  toil  for  his  master.  Some  compute  twenty- 
three  years  out  of  every  fifty.  To  the  above  may  be  added  nu¬ 
merous  local  feasts,  such  as  those  of  marriages,  of  circumcision, 
of  covenants ;  all  showing  that  even  as  a  bond-service,  it  was  the 
mildest  ever  regulated  by  law.  Let  there  be  a  law  passed  re¬ 
quiring  our  slaves  to  be  held  to  the  same  kind  of  service  as  the 
Jewish  bond-servant,  and  slavery  will  soon  cease.  Property  ten¬ 
ure  in  man,  and  involuntary  servitude,  will  not  be  known.  None 
would  be  found  going  to  the  Bible  for  a  system  of  slavery.  Men, 
already,  with  our  present  heavy  exaction  of  labor,  without  allow¬ 
ing  the  slave  a  week  to  celebrate  the  glory  of  God,  or  a  month 
for  education,  are  beginning  to  see  that  slavery  is  without 
profit. 

Those  of  the  remaining  Canaanites,  on  whom  Solomon  is  said 
to  have  “levied  a  tribute  of  bond-service,  (1  Kings  ix.  21,)  who 
were  national  servants,  had  still  more  of  their  time — two  thirds. 
“  A  month  they  were  in  Lebanon,  and  two  months  at  home.” 
1  Kings  v.  14.  And  even  this  exaction  was  without  sanction  or 
authority  from  God. 

4.  Another  right  secured  to  the  servant  was  the  right  to  ac¬ 
quire  and  disburse  property.  Facts  will  show  that  this  right  was 
protected  by  law ,  and  not  a  mere  gratuity  of  the  master,  as  with 
our  slaves.  The  case  of  the  servant  recorded  in  Lev.  xxv.  47,  is 
in  point.  Ilere  we  are  told  that  the  servant  sold  himself,  and  in 
verse  51st  we  are  told  he  might,  according  to  the  statute  of 
the  land,  redeem  himself  “out  of  the  money  that  he  was  bought 
for.”  This  money  he  must  have  owned,  and  that  under  protec¬ 
tion  of  law,  or  he  could  not  legally  have  redeemed  himself.  And 
remember,  this  money  was  not  earned  by  the  consent  or  permis¬ 
sion  of  the  master,  nor  was  he  redeemed  only  with  the  consent 
of  the  master.  The  law  provided  that  so  soon  as  the  servant 
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could  transfer  to  the  master  an  equivalent,  he  should  go  free  from 
obligation  to  farther  service.  Ziba,  the  servant  of  Mephibosheth, 
gave  to  David,  when  he  was  fleeing,  asses,  a  great  quantity  of 
bread,  and  fruit  for  his  army.  The  same  Ziba  had  in  his  em¬ 
ploy  twenty  servants,  and  with  these  tilled  the  land  of  Mephibo¬ 
sheth.  2  Sam.  ix.  9-12.  Elisha  seems  to  have  expected  Gehazi 
to  have  expended  what  he  received  from  Naaman  as  his  own ; 
for  “  olive-yards,  vineyards,  sheep,  oxen,  men-servants,  and  maid¬ 
servants.”  2  Kings  v.  22-2G.  The  case  of  the  servant,  as  re¬ 
corded  in  Matt,  xviii.  23-35,  has  been  employed  by  some  to 
prove  the  existence  of  slavery.  But  this  is  the  plainest  case  pos¬ 
sible  to  show  that  the  servant  was  not  a  slave,  but  a  freeholder. 
The  servant  says  to  his  master  or  employer,  “  Have  patience  with 
me,  and  I  will  pay  thee  all.”  How  could  the  servant  do  so  unless 
he  was  a  freeman,  that  he  might  accumulate  means  by  which  to 
pay  the  debt  ? 

Again,  the  fact  of  his  suing  those  who  were  debtors  to  him  is 
evidence  that  both  were  recognized  as  freemen,  having  rights  of 
property  secured  to  them  by  law  ;  otherwise  they  might  not  sue 
and  be  sued.  But  he  and  his  fellow-servants  were  recognized 
in  law  as  property  holders. 

5.  The  servants  had  a  right  to  religious  instruction.  This  was 
secured  to  them  by  law.  This  was  the  business  of  the  “  Levites, 
who  went  about  through  all  the  cities  of  Judea,  and  taught  the 
people.”  2  Chron.  xvii.  9;  see  also  Deut.  xxxi.  10-12.  Jose¬ 
phus  says  the  servants  were  included  with  the  rest  of  the  people. 
See  Ant.  B.  IV.,  chap.  8,  §  12.  Is  this  secured  by  law  to  our 
servants?  Or  are  therein  some  of  our  States  laws  forbidding 
that  the  slaves  shall  be  taught  to  read  even  the  Word  of  God, 
under  heavy  penalties !  and  in  all  slave  States  a  custom  forbid¬ 
ding  their  instruction  ?  We  make  them  to  have  “eyes  and  see 
not aye,  ears,  and  hear  not,  even  on  Sabbath,  when  too  often 
their  services  are  demanded  at  home,  either  to  cook  or  to  take 
care  of  the  stock. 

6.  The  Jewish  servants  were  members  of  the  families  where 
they  lived,  and  partook  with  them  in  all  their  festival  occasions, 
(see  Exod.  xii.  43,  44  ;  Deut.  xii.  12,  18 ;)  as  David,  who  was 
servant  to  Saul ;  see  1  Sam.  xvi.  21—23,  compared  with  xxii.  8. 
Great  trusts  of  honor,  or  business,  were  often  committed  to  their 
hands,  as  in  the  case  of  Abraham’s  servant  who  was  sent  to  select 
a  wife  for  Isaac.  In  a  word,  they  were  members  of  the  family, 
living  in  the  same  house,  partaking  at  the  same  table,  and  at  the 
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same  feasts,  just  as  bound  children  now  are.  And  this  is  the 
condition  or  relation  of  servants  now  in  Asiatic  nations. 

Lastly,  entire  liberty  was  secured  to  them.*  Whether 
this  bond-service  ended  at  the  end  of  six  years,  (they  all  being 
circumcised,  and  thereby  adopted  Jews,)  or  whether  it  ended  at 
the  year  of  jubilee,  certain  it  is  that  at  that  time  all  who  were 
bound  went  free.  Lev.  xxv.  10:  “Ye  shall  proclaim  liberty 
throughout  all  the  land,  and  ye  shall  return  every  man  to  his 
possession,  and  every  man  to  his  family.”  In  either  case,  the 
master  only  had  a  leasehold  title  to  service  for  a  limited  period 
of  time.  Property  tenure  in  man ,  one  of  the  elements  of  slavery, 
did  not  exist. 

In  all  these  cases  we  see  most  clearly  that  the  servant  or  bond- 
man  was  regarded  as  having  natural  rights ;  and  these  rights 
were  equally  guarded  and  protected  with  those  of  the  Jew,  both 
by  specific  and  general  statutes ;  and  we  close  this  point  by  no- 
ticmir  some  of  these  general  laws.  “  Ye  shall  have  one  manner 
of  law,  as  well  for  the  stranger  as  for  one  of  your  own  country.” 
Lev.  xxiv.  12.  “The  stranger  that  dwelleth  with  you  shall  be 
unto  you  as  one  born  among  you ;  and  thou  shalt  love  him  as 
thyself.”  Lev.  xix.  34.  “  Cursed  be  he  that  perverteth  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  the  stranger.”  “I  will  be  a  swift  witness  against  those 
that  turn  aside  the  stranger  from  his  lights.”  Mai.  iii.  5. 

Now,  many  of  the  bond-servants  were  of  those  strangers  “  that 
do  sojourn  among  you,  ....  which  they  begat  in  your  land.” 
Lev.  xxv.  45.  Yet  for  these,  as  for  the  Jew,  there  was  one  law. 
Now,  if  the  Jew7  had  a  right  to  liberty,  a  right  to  personal  security, 
a  right  to  compensation  for  his  labor,  then  the  bond-servant  from 
among  the  heathen  had,  and  the  Jew  dare  not  deprive  him  of 
these  rights  by  enslaving  him,  without  incurring  the  swift  judg¬ 
ments  of  that  God  who  was  then  head  of  the  Theocracy,  and  who 
had  said :  “  He  that  stealeth  a  man,  or  if  he  be  found  in  his  hands, 
he  shall  surely  be  put  to  death.”  “  Woe  unto  him  that  taketh 
his  neighbor’s  service  without  wages,  and  giveth  him  not  for  his 
work.”  Jer.  xxii.  13.  “Thou  shalt  neither  vex  a  stranger  nor 


*  The  object  of  the  jubilee  was  not,  as  I  suppose,  so  much  to  release 
servants  from  obligation  to  service  as  to  revert  lands  to  the  oiiginal 
owners;  thus  preventing  monopolies,  which  are  generally  injurious,  and 
would  then  have  proved  oppressive.  The  jubilee  was  also  a  great  reli¬ 
gious  and  national  festival,  and  as  such,  all  ought  to  observe  it.  Hence,  no 
engagements  were  made  longer  than  to  ihe  jubilee,  that  all  might  be  free, 
and  then  begin  the  world,  as  it  were,  anew.  There  was  no  oppression 
from  which  the  servant  needed  to  be  released. 
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oppress  him.  If  thou  afflict  them  in  any  wise,  and  they  cry  at 
all  unto  me,  I  will  surely  hear  their  cry.  And  my  wrath  shall  wax 
hot,  and  I  will  kill  you  with  the  sword,  and  your  wives  shall  be 
widows,  and  your  children  shall  be  fatherless.”  Exod.  xxii.  21—24. 
The  rights  of  the  servant,  then,  were  protected  by  awful  pen¬ 
alties  for  their  violation.  Let  such  laws  be  now  established  as 
the  civil  law  of  the  land,  and  slavery  would  be,  like  prowling 
beasts  before  the  morning  sun,  hastening  to  caves  of  darkness 
and  gloom.  Now,  if  systems  entirely  dissimilar  in  every  ele¬ 
ment  should  be  represented  by  different  words,  then  the  term 
slavery  should  never  be  used  to  designate  the  servitude  under 
the  Mosaic  economy. 

Moreover,  in  all  this  system  wTe  see  nothing  of  that  philosophy 
which  represents  God  as  winking  at  sin,— pandering  to  despot¬ 
ism, — mingling  righteousness  with  unrighteousness, — compro¬ 
mising  with  ignorance  and  error.  Nothing  of  that  modern  ex- 
pediency,  that  whilst  it  admits  the  truth  that  God  mowed  down 
men  by  thousands,  rather  than  tolerate  idolatry  and  adultery, — 
overturned  empires  and  nations  rather  than  sanction  these,  and 
other  “  organic  sins — yet,  when  it  comes  to  such  sins  as  concu¬ 
binage,  arbitrary  divorce,*  and  slavery,  represents  the  Almighty 
God  as  bowing  his  sceptre, — lowering  his  standard  of  righteous¬ 
ness,  and  with  time-serving  policy  accommodating  himself  to 
the  “organic  sins”  of  lustful,  hard-hearted,  and  covetous  men. 
But  we  see  a  stepping  at  once  upon  the  broad  platform  of 
righteousness, — securing  at  once  to  man  personal  ownership, 
freedom  of  will,  protection  of  person,  of  character,  of  property — 
the  essential  elements  of  natural  liberty,  individual  happiness, 
and  national  prosperity. 

III.  We  promised  to  notice  the  design  of  this  servitude,  or 
bond-service.  The  institution  was  designed  not  only  to  secure 
the  physical,  but  especially  the  spiritual  good  of  the  heathen. 
Scott,  in  his  comment  upon  Lev.  xxv.  44,  says :  “  It  was  allowed, 
in  order  that  the  Gentiles  might  in  this  way  become  acquainted 
with  the  true  religion.”  And  in  this  institution,  as  Scott  shows 
by  marginal  references,  was  one  of  the  ways  in  which  was  seen 
a  fulfilment  of  the  promise  of  God  to  Abraham,  that  “  in  him 
all  the  nations  of  the  earth  should  be  blessed.”  Gen.  xviii.  18. 
A  living  divine  well  expresses  the  truth  in  these  words :  “  The 
reason  of  this  bond-service  was  simply  that  untaught  heathen 


*  On  the  subjects  of  arbitrary  divorce  and  concubinage,  under  the 
Mosaic  economy,  see  Appendix,  letter  B. 
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brought  among  the  Jews  might  be  kept  steady  until  fully  re¬ 
claimed  from  their  savage  ways  and  worship.  It  was  a  wise 
apprenticeship  to  the  business  of  knowing  and  serving  God 
The  truth  of  the  above  position  may  be  further  shown  from  the 
fact,  that  every  servant  was  required  to  be  circumcised.  Gen. 
xvii.  12  ;  Exod.  xii.  44. 

2.  In  becoming  servants,  they  became  members  of  God’s 
Church.  They  might  not  stay  in  the  family  without  doing  so. 
Gen.  xvii.  14. 

8.  They  were  required  to  appear  before  the  Lord  at  Jerusa¬ 
lem,  three  times  a  year.  Exod.  xxiii.  17.  And  they  were  each 
to  appear  there  with  a  sacrifice.  Deut  xvi.  16,  17.  Male  and 
female  were  to  observe  joyfully  these  feasts.  Deut.  xvi.  11.  This 
institution,  instead  of  being  a  selfish  system,  by  which  the  ag¬ 
grandizement  of  the  Jew  was  secured  at  the  expense  of  the  hea¬ 
then,  was  a  door  by  which  the  heathen  were  brought  into  the 
Church  of  the  true  God,  and  made  acquainted  with  the  only 
way  of  salvation. 

With  this  design  before  our  minds,  we  can  readily  see  the  in¬ 
tention,  and  understand  the  import  of  that  much  perplexing  and 
much  perverted  passage,  found  in  Lev.  xxv.  44-46  :  “Both  thy 
bondmen  and  bondmaids  which  thou  shalt  have,  shall  be  of  the 
heathen  round  about  you.”  “  Ye  shall  always  serve  yourselves 
with  them  for  thereby  the  poor  heathen  will  be  brought  into 
the  Church  of  the  true  God,  as  well  as  the  Jew. 

IV.  In  noticing  the  servitude  established  by  Moses,  we  prom¬ 
ised  to  notice,  in  the  last  place,  the  persons  to  whom  it  was  per¬ 
mitted.  If  it  were  even  true  that  God  did  permit  the  Jews  to 
enslave  the  heathen  around  them,  that  fact  is  no  permit  to  us  to 
enslave.  Let  the  reader  here  notice,  and  remember,  that  pro¬ 
slavery  men  do  not  defend  slavery  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  a 
natural  relation,  or  that  it  is  right  in  itself,  or  that  it  is  produc¬ 
tive  of  national  prosperity,  but  on  the  ground  of  permission. 
But  what  was  permitted  to  the  Jews  is  not  in  all  cases  law¬ 
ful  to  us.  For  instance,  Saul  was  commissioned  to  go  and  de¬ 
stroy  the  Amalekites,  men,  women,  and  children,  (1  Sam.  xv.  1-7,) 
because  they  had  sinned  against  God  and  his  people.  God,  who 
was  Sovereign ,  and  might  destroy  them  with  famine,  pestilence, 
or  sword,  commissioned  Saul  to  do  the  work  of  his  providence. 
Now,  might  the  king  of  Egypt,  without  commission  from  God,  claim 
the  right  to  slay  the  same  people,  or  another  nation  of  people 
who  were  innocent,  who  had  done  him  no  harm  ?  Surely  not. 
Let  us  apply  the  principle  to  ourselves.  May  we,  without  com- 
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mission  from  God  the  Sovereign,  go  and  enslave  the  inhabitants 
of  the  land  of  Canaan,  the  people  said  to  be  enslaved  by  the  Jews 
through  God’s  permission  ?  No  man  claims  this.  Much  less 
may  we  go  and  enslave  a  different  and  unoffending  people — the 
poor  Africans — especially  when  we  remember  that  the  Canaanites 
were  held  not  as  slaves,  but  simply  to  a  bound  service  for  a  defi¬ 
nite  period  of  time,  and  the  mildest  the  world  has  ever  known. 
Let  us  illustrate  this  last  thought.  A  permits  B  to  take  one  of 
his  children  -for  a  definite  period  of  time,  under  laws  that  protect 
all  its  natural  rights,  and  allows  it  more  than  one  third  of  its 
time  for  religious  and  other  purposes.  Now,  because  of  A’s  per¬ 
mission  to  B,  may  C,  without  any  permission,  go  and  take  the  rest 
of  A’s  children,  and  hold  them  as  property  as  long  as  they  live  ? 
Is  there  a  parent,  aye,  is  there  a  man  in  the  nation,  who  would 
say  this  is  right  ?  If  not,  then,  my  brethren,  let  us  not  use  the 
“  liberty  of  God  for  a  cloak  of  maliciousness.’’  The  bond-service 
given  to  the  Jews  is  no  license  for  our  slavery. 

This  fourth  point  may  be  satisfactory  to  some  minds,  and  may 
serve  to  loosen  their  grasp  on  slavery.  But  we  do  not  rely  upon 
it,  after  what  we  have  seen  under  the  preceding  points. 


CHAPTER  V. 

THE  TEN  COMMANDMENTS  AND  SLAVERY. 

In  the  Old  Testament,  the  only  remaining  Scripture  plead  in 
defense  of  slavery  is  the  fourth  and  tenth  commandments.  Here, 
because  in  the  one  the  master  is  required  to  see  that  his  man¬ 
servant  or  maid-servant  does  not  break  the  Sabbath ;  and  in  the 
other,  one  neighbor  is  forbidden  to  covet  the  man-servant  or 
maid-servant  of  another,  it  is  therefore  inferred  that  God  here 
recognizes  the  existence  of  slavery,  and  protects  the  master’s 
right  of  property  in  the  slave.  To  this  we  reply  :  1.  Before  the 
least  plausibility  can  be  claimed  for  an  argument  from  this 
source,  it  must  be  proved  that  these  commands  refer  to  slaves. 
And  what  evidence  have  we  that  such  persons  are  referred  to  ? 

The  word  servant,  m  English,  or  "OJ?,  the  Hebrew  word, 
does  not  necessarily  mean  slave,  as  we  have  abundantly  shown. 

6* 
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Nor  is  there  any  thing  in  the  connection  here  that  demands  such 
a  signification  of  the  words.  On  the  other  hand  : 

2.  The  Hebrews  were  just  from  the  land  of  bondage  them¬ 
selves,  and  now  escaping  for  their  lives  through  the  wilderness ; 
and  it  is  rather  laughable  to  talk  about  their  having  slaves.  These 
commands  were  given  them  only  a  few  days  after  their  exit  from 
Egypt. 

3.  The  master’s  duty  to  restrain  the  servant  from  violating  the 
Sabbath  rested,  not  on  the  ground  that  the  servant  was  his  prop¬ 
erty,  but  upon  the  ground  that  the  servant  was  a  member  of  his 
household  ;  just  as  his  wife  and  children  were  members  of  his 
household,  but  not  slaves.  Therefore  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
master  to  see  that  the  servant  did  not  violate  the  Sabbath.  On 
the  same  ground ,  it  was  the  master’s  or  householder’s  duty  to  see 
that  the  “  stranger  within  his  gates"  did  not  violate  the  Sabbath. 
Now,  if  the  master’s  duty  to  restrain  the  servant  from  violating 
the  Sabbath  rested  on  the  ground  that  the  servant  was  his  prop¬ 
erty,  then  the  stranger  that  was  lodging  within  his  gates,  and  his 
children,  were  slaves.  But  this  would  prove  too  much,  and  there¬ 
fore  proves  nothing.  No  one  will  claim  it. 

The  above  principle  obtains  in  Lev.  xxii.  11.  The  servant  of 
the  priest  might  eat  of  the  holy  things  because  he  was  a  member 
of  his  family,  and  was  necessarily  circumcised ,  (see  Exod.  xii. 
43,  44,  and  Gen.  xvii.  12,  13,)  and  not  merely  because  he  was 
boug' t  with  the  master’s  m  >ney.  If  the  latter  were  the  reason 
why  he  m  ght  eat,  then  his  dog  and  ox  might  eat,  if  money  had 
been  paid  for  them. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  the  tenth  commandment  recognizes  and 
protects  slavery  ;  because,  as  it  is  maintained,  we  can  covet  only 
that  which  is  held  as  property  by  our  neighbor.  Let  us  test 
this  position  also. 

1.  To  covet  is  to  desire  without  a  willingness  to  give  an  equiva¬ 
lent,  or  “  to  desire  unlawfully.”  My  neighbor  has  a  white  boy 
bound  to  him  for  six  or  twelve  years.  The  boy  is  veiy  sprightly. 
Cannot  I  covet  that  boy — desire  him  without  a  willingness  to 
give  an  equivalent,  though  he  be  not  the  slave,  the  property  of 
my  neighbor  ?  The  same  would  be  true  if  the  boy  were  only  a 
hireling.  Because  I  may  covet  his  wife,  or  his  child,  does  it  fol¬ 
low  that  they  are  his  slaves — his  property  ?  Every  man  knows 
better.  Then  a  man  can  covet  that  which  is  not  held  as  the 
property  of  his  neighbor. 

2.  This  command  would  be  necessary,  though  the  servant  of 
my  neighbor  was  held  as  a  slave,  and  unlawfully  held.  To 
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illustrate :  My  neighbor  has  a  piece  of  stolen  cloth  ;  I  may  covet 
the  cloth,  and  yet  it  would  be  as  wrong  for  me  to  covet  the  cloth 
as  though  he  lawfully  or  rightfully  owned  the  cloth.  Covet¬ 
ousness  is  wrong  in  me,  (1)  because  of  its  influence  upon  my  own 
heart;  and  (2)  because  of  the  effects  it  may  produce  upon 
society — the  outrages  it  may  lead  to.  Hence  it  is  wrong  to 
covet  even  that  which  is  wrongfully  held.  Then  the  command 
is  necessary,  and  yet  at  the  same  time  the  servant  held  may  be 
unlawfully  or  wrongfully  held;  and  the  command  may  be  used 
without  implying  any  right  to  enslave. 

Lastly,  this  command,  and  the  eighth  command,  are  death 
to  slavery.  They  strike  at  the  very  foundation  of  slavery,  and 
forbid  the  elements  that  compose  it.  “  Thou  shalt  not  steal ;” 
“Thou  shalt  not  covet  any  thing  that  is  thy  neighbor’s.”  The 
term  neighbor,  as  here  used,  means  any  one  of  the  human  family. 
About  this  there  can  be  no  controversy  ;  because, 

(1.)  The  original  Hebrew  word  T")  (reo,)  denotes  a  fellow-being', 
one  of  the  human  family. 

(2.)  The  commandments,  or  moral  law,  regulate  our  duty,  not 
merely  to  those  near  by  us,  but  to  all  and  every  one  of  the 
human  family.  If  we  say  the  commands  have  reference  only 
to  those  near  us,  then  it  will  read  thus  :  “  Thou  shalt  not  covet 
w  steal  the  property  of  one  near  by  you,  but  you  may  of  one  far 
off.”  Now,  every  man  knows  that  it  is  just  as  wrong  to  covet  the 
person  or  property  of  one  who  is  ten  miles  from  us  as  one  who  is 
ten  steps  from  us.  The  Saviour  uses  the  word  in  the  same 
sense,  when  he  says,  “  Love  thy  neighbor  as  thyself.”  Luke  x. 
27;  Matt.  xxii.  39.  That  is,  you  shall  have  the  same  regard  for 
your  neighbor’s  rights,  welfare,  temporal  and  spiritual,  as  you 
would  have  him  have  for  yours.  Matt.  vii.  12.  He  showed  the 
Jew  that  his  neighbor  was  one  of  another  nation,  (Luke  x. 
27-37,)  even  the  Samaritans — a  people  despised  by  the  Jews. 
The  word  may  be  used  in  a  secondary  sense  denoting  one  near 
by  us  ;  but  as  here  used,  and  in  many  other  places  in  the  Bible, 
it  means  any  one  of  the  human  family.  Then  the  command  of 
God  is,  “  Thou  shalt  not  steal.”  “  Thou  shalt  not  covet  any  thing 
that  is  the  riidit  of  a  fellow-bein<r.”  Now,  either  or  both  of  these 
commands,  together  with  the  whole  moral  law,  recognize  the 
fact,  that  man  has  rights,  for  the  protection  of  which  the  law 
was  given.  Remember,  the  law  was  not  given  to  invest  rights , 
hut  to  protect  rights  already  existing.  And  the  law  recognizes 
these  rights  as  belonging  to  man  as  man — to  every  individual 
man.  Among  the  rights  thus  protected  are  the  rights  to  pro- 
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tection  of  person,  protection  of  character,  protection  of  property. 
These  rights  necessarily  presuppose  the  right  of  personal  owner¬ 
ship — the  foundation  of  all  other  rights — that  in  which  all  others 
inhere.  I  cannot  acquire  or  really  hold  property  unless  I  own 
myself.  It  may  all  belong  to  the  man  to  whom  I  belong.  So 
with  the  other  rights  here  guarded.  The  moral  law  then  recog¬ 
nizes  the  fact  that  man,  as  man,  has  a  right  to  himself — to  his 
limbs,  his  mind ,  his  body  ;  a  right  to  his  time,  his  labor — the 
proceeds  of  his  labor,  for  this  is  the  property  guarded  by  the 
eighth  command.  Now,  the  command  forbids  not  only  that  we 
shall  not  take  from  man  these  rights,  but  that  we  shall  not  so 
much  as  covet  them  :  “  Thou  shalt  not  covet  any  thing  that  is 
thy  neighbor’s.”  Does  he  own  his  hands,  his  feet,  his  body  ? 
We  can  not  speak  of  them  without  implying  that  he  does.  The 
very  word  “  his  ”  denotes  that  they  belong  to  him,  and  not  to  us. 
Now,  we  may  not  covet  any  thing  that  is  our  neighbor’s.  Then, 
the  moral  law  not  only  forbids  the  beginning  of  slavery  in  the 
heart,  but  every  step  in  the  practice  ;  not  only  one  element,  but 
every  element  that  composes  it.  And  the  man  that  enslaves  his 
fellow-man,  violates  the  moral  law  ;  the  known  and  wilful  viola¬ 
tion  of  which  is  eternal  death,  for  “  sin  is  the  trangression  of  the 
law,”  and  “  the  wages  of  sin  is  death.”* 

*  We  do  not  mean  that  the  enslaver  secretly  purloins  the  body  of  the 
slave,  which  is  called  theft,  but  that  under  the  fuiul  of  law  he  forcibly 
deprives  him  of  his  liberty — the  free  exercise  of  his  mind  and  body  for  his 
own  good,  that  of  his  family,  and  the  glory  of  God ;  rights  which  naturally 
and  rightfully  belong  to  every  unoffending  or  law-abiding  man.  In  this 
way  the  enslaver  violates  the  moral  law,  as  may  be  made  perfectly  plain 
to  every  marc 

In  the  interpretation  of  all  law,  civil  as  well  as  moral,  the  law  is  under¬ 
stood  to  have  a  spirit,  as  well  as  a  letter.  By  the  spirit  of  a  law,  we  under¬ 
stand  the  meaning,  design,  or  intention  of  the  law,  which  may  be  much 
more  extended  than  the  letter.  Hence  the  moral  law,  like  the  civil,  for¬ 
bids  crimes  by  classes,  and  not  every  specific  crime  of  that  class.  In  do¬ 
ing  so,  it  usually  forbids  the  highest  crime  of  that  class — always  including 
every  minor  crime  of  the  same  class.  To  illustrate :  The  sixth  command¬ 
ment  forbids  th  it  we  shall  murder,  or  kill  the  body  of  our  neighbor.  In 
so  doing,  it  forbids  the  greatest  offense  that  can  be  offered  to  personal 
security,  and  thereby  forbids  all  other  offenses  against  the  person  of  our 
neighbor  or  fellow-being.  So  with  the  eighth  command :  when  it  forbids 
us  to  steal,  it  forbids  one  of  the  greatest  violences  that  can  be  offered  to 
that  winch  belongs  to  another ;  and  in  doing  so,  forbids  us  to  take  any 
thing,  even  to  the  smallest  amount,  that  may  rightfully  belong  to  another. 
It  then  not  only  forbids  us  secretly  to  take  away  that  which  rightfully 
belongs  to  another,  but  it  forbids  all  overreaching  in  trade,  all  forms  of 
robbery  and  oppression,  whether  by  force  of  arms,  or  by  sanction  ot  un¬ 
righteous  law.  And  it  is  under  this  legalized  form  of  robbery,  that  the 
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“But,”  says  one,  “I  did  not  enslave — deprive  my  slave  of  his 
liberty,  his  rights.  I  found  him  already  deprived  of  them  by 
another  man ;  and  with  Dr.  Rice  I  am  ready  to  admit,  that  the 

eighth  command  forbids  slavery ;  and  the  man  that  enslaves,  is  guilty 
of  robbing  his  fellow-man  of  his  dearest  rights. 

Here  let  us  guard  against  misconstruction.  We  do  not  say  that  every 
man  who  may  sustain  the  relation  of  a  slaveholder  is  in  heart  a  robber. 
We  would  distinguish  between  the  character  of  a  man,  and  the  system  in 
which  he  may  be  involved.  It  sometimes  occurs  that  a  man’s  heart  is 
better  than  his  practice.  Some  fifty  years  since,  many  of  our  pious  eld¬ 
ers  and  deacons  in  the  Church  were  engaged  in  beggaring  and  murdering 
families  around  them,  by  the  sale  of  ardent  spirits.  They  might  not  now 
do  it,  with  their  present  knowledge,  without  sin,  though  the  practice  be 
legalized.  Dr.  Rice  says,  “  Abraham,  though  a  good  man,  lived  in  the  sin 
of  concubinage.  But  let  it  be  remembered  that  he  lived  in  the  twilight 
of  gospel  day.”  Debate,  page  185.  Still  more  to  our  point:  John 
Newton,  raised  up  under  the  belief  that  the  slave-trade  was  a  righteous 
institution,  (for  so  Clarkson  says  it  was  considered  in  his  early  day,)  con¬ 
tinued  to  visit  Africa,  as  master  of  a  slave-ship,  after  his  conversion.  But 
when  his  mind  was  enlightened,  and  he  was  brought  to  6ee  the  sinfulness 
of  the  slave-trade,  which  we  as  a  nation  now  denounce  as  piracy,  he,  like 
every  other  true  penitent,  put  away  the  sin.  A  man  then  may  be  honest 
in  heart,  but  sinful  in  practice ;  but  when  truth  is  brought  to  light,  if  a  true 
child  of  God,  he  will  embrace  it,  and  put  away  the  sin.  I  suppose  there 
are  persons  in  our  land,  who,  from  the  example  and  teaching  of  those  to 
whom  they  look  for  instruction,  have  never  yet  been  brought  to  see  the 
sinfulness  of  the  practice  in  which  they  are  living,  and  when  the  truth  is 
fairly  presented  to  their  minds,  will  give  up  the  sin.  For  truth  they  ought 
honestly  and  earnestly  to  seek,  lest  God  “should  send  them  strong  delu¬ 
sion,  that  they  should  believe  a  lie,  that  they  all  might  be  damned,  who 
believe  not  the  truth,  but  have  pleasure  in  unrighteousness.”  2  Thes. 
ii.  11, 12.  But  we  must  guard  against  error  on  the  other  hand.  It  does 
not  follow,  that  because  some  well-meaning  men  do  not  see  the  practice 
to  be  sinful,  that  the  Church  must  admit  the  sin  into  her  communion.  Most 
Protestants  in  our  land  believe  there  are  well-meaning  Roman  Catholics; 
yet  they  would  not  think  it  best  for  the  cause  of  truth  and  righteousness 
to  take  the  Catholic  with  his  belief  and  practices  into  their  communion. 
In  order  that  the  Church  may  exhibit  a  proper  and  correct  light,  she 
always  has  exercised  the  right  of  excluding  wrong  practices  without  im¬ 
pugning  the  motives  of  the  heart.  In  this  and  every  way  let  the  Church 
proclaim  the  truth — spread  it  before  the  mind  of  every  penitent,  or  seeker 
for  admission.  If  he  be  a  true  penitent — an  humble  and  sincere  inquirer 
for  truth—  he  will  hear ;  and  when  he  sees  the  truth,  he  will  put  away  the 
sin.  If  he  will  not,  then  there  is  not  “credible  evidence  of  piety.”  There 
is  fearful  evidence  that  he  wants  to  serve  God  and  Mammon,  and  has  an 
unsubdued  will.  Let  the  Church  see  to  it,  that  she  does  not  sanctify  by 
her  example  the  unholy  thing — that  her  “good  be  not  evil  spoken  of.” 
In  this  way  she  will  diffiise  light,  that  the  sin  may  be  the  more  manifest 
I  know  nothing  that  has  done  so  much  to  tolerate  and  perpetuate  the  sin 
in  our  midst,  as  the  practice  of  the  Church.  She  has  permitted  it  to  lay 
hold  on  the  horn3  of  her  altars,  and  thus,  instead  of  expelling  it  from  her 
sanctuary,  has  shielded  it  from  a  righteous  indignation. 
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slaves  were  ‘  unrighteously  enslaved  by  others'  ”  Debate,  page 
81.  True,  you  may  not  have  commenced  the  “  unrighteous  act” 
of  enslaving,  but  you  are  continuing ,  prolonging,  perpetuating 
the  same  act.  And  pray,  dear  reader,  tell  me  the  difference 
between  beginning  an  unrighteous  act — slavery — and  knowingly 
continuing  the  same  act.  You  are  prolonging  an  act  which  is 
admitted  to  be  sinful;  for,  says  John,  “ All  unrighteousness  is 
sin.”  1  John  v.  17. 

The  admitted  point  may  be  held  before  your  mind,  by  one  or 
two  illustrations,  until  it  is  engraven  there  so  as  not  to  be  forgot¬ 
ten.  My  neighbor  seizes  you,  binds  you  hand  and  foot  with  a 
rope,  and  dies,  leaving  the  rope  in  my  hands.  I  continue  to 
keep  you  bound  by  holding  it.  All  the  while  the  friends  of  hu¬ 
manity  are  entreating  me  to  desist  from  my  “unrighteous  act,” 
and  I  very  gravely  say,  Oh  !  it  was  “  unrighteous  ”  and  cruel  in 
my  neighbor  to  bind  you  as  he  did,  but  all  that  I  am  doing  is 
just  to  hold  on  to  the  rope.  Now,  how  would  you  look  upon 
me  ?  and  how  do  you  suppose  God  would  ?  To  take  another 
illustration,  which  in  substance  has  been  used:  My  neighbor 
seizes  you,  builds  a  prison,  compels  you  to  toil  for  him  in  the 
prison,  locks  the  door,  wills  the  key  to  me,  and  dies.  Now,  every 
man  knows  that  I  am  guilty  of  the  sin  of  slavery — an  “  unright¬ 
eous  act” — if  I  do  not  open  the  door  and  let  you  out. 

The  application  of  the  above  is  easily  made.  Others  have 
bound  the  poor  African,  and  you  are  holding  on  to  him — keep¬ 
ing  him  imprisoned.  “But,”  says  one,  “my  slaves  were  not 
kidnapped;  they  were  born  slaves.”  We  answer: 

1.  “God  did  not  make  them  slaves  in  the  womb.” 

2.  The  civil  law  does  not  compel  you  to  hold  them  as  slaves; 
and  if  they  are  slaves  you  have  made  them  slaves,  and  are  now 
guilty  of  the  acknowledged  sin. 

Do  you  make  another  effort  of  vindication,  and  say,  “The  civil 
law  makes  the  slave  my  property  ?”  We  answer,  the  moral  law, 
as  we  have  seen,  does  not ;  the  civil  law  cannot.  The  moral  law, 
as  you  remember,  does  not  come  to  invest  rights,  but  to  declare 
and  protect  rights  already  existing — rights  inherent  in  man  as 
man,  rights  natural  to  all  men.  And  every  human  being  has  a 
right  to  claim  protection  under  these  laws.  Now,  the  province  of 
human  law  is  the  same,  and  may  never  contravene  the  moral  law. 
To  prove  both  these  points : 

1.  Civil  law,  like  the  moral  law,  is  given,  not  to  invest  rights, 
but  to  protect  rights  in  man  already  invested.  Blackstone  says 
man  has  natural,  or  absolute  rights ;  and  the  “  primary  object  of 
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law  [i.  e.  civil  law]  is  to  maintain  and  regulate  these  abso¬ 
lute  rights  of- individuals.”  Vol.  I.  page  89.  And  by  these  ab¬ 
solute  rights,  he  says,  “  we  mean  such  as  would  belong  to  man 
in  a  state  of  nature,  and'  which  every  man  is  entitled  to  enjoy, 
whether  in  society  or  out  of  society.”  These  natural  rights,  he 
says,  are  such  as  “life  and  liberty,  and  which  no  human  legisla¬ 
ture  may  abridge  or  destroy,  unless  the  owner  himself  shall 
commit  some  act  that  amounts  to  a  forfeiture.”  The  object  of 
law  is  to  protect  rights  already  invested.  Our  own  law's  are 
framed  on  the  same  basis  or  principle.  In  our  Declaration  of 
Independence,  the  professed  political  creed  cf  the  nation,  we  de¬ 
clare  “that  all  men  are  created  equal,  [i.  e.,  so  far  as  natural 
rights  are  concerned,]  and  have  certain  inalienable  rights  ;  among 
these  are  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness.  That  to 
secure  these  rights,  governments  are  instituted  among  men, 
deriving  their  just  powers  from  the  consent  of  the  governed 
Now,  when  human  and  civil  governments,  instead  of  protecting 
rights,  attempt  to  take  away  those  which  they  say  “  all  men  ” 
possess — which  are  inalienable,  and  endowed  by  their  Creator — 
they  step  out  of  their  province,  and  attempt  to  subvert  the  very 
end  for  which  they  were  intended,  namely,  the  protection  of 
rights. 

Again,  when  our  government  essays  to  enslave,  and  deprive 
its  own  subjects  of  their  natural  rights,  it  attempts  a  glaring  ab¬ 
surdity,  and  its  own  crimination.  It  has  already  declared  to  the 
world,  that  governments  derive  their  just  powers  from  the  con¬ 
sent  of  the  governed  ;  and  then,  without  obtaining  their  consent, 
(and  by  consequence  the  just  and  necessary  power,)  essays  to 
enslave  three  millions  of  its  own  subjects ;  as  though  my  arm 
should  attempt  to  enslave  the  body  from  which  it  derives  its 
strength.  Our  government  then,  upoD  its  own  admission,  has  no 
right  to  take  aw'ay  from  its  own  subjects  or  body  those  rights 
which  it  never  invested,  but  which  to  all  men  are  “  inalienable,” 
(if  inalienable,  governments  themselves  cannot  alienate  them,)  and 
which  they  were  designed  only  to  protect.  Indeed  it  cannot,  not 
having  the  just  or  necessary  power  from  the  “  consent  of  the  gov¬ 
erned.” 

2.  Civil  law  or  government  may  never  contravene  or  oppose 
the  moral  law,  or  law  of  revelation.  Blackstone  says,  “Upon  the 
law  of  Nature  and  Revelation  all  human  laws  depend.”  .  .  .  . 
“No  human  laws  should  be  suffered  to  contradict  these.”  .  .  .  . 
“Nay,  if  any  human  laws  should  allow,  or  enjoin  us  to  commit 
a  violation  of  the  revealed  law,  we  are  bonnd  to  transgress  that 
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human  law,  or  else  we  must  offend  both  natural  and  revealed 
law.”  Vol.  I.  pp.  28,  29.  The  same  truth  was  uttered  by  in¬ 
spiration  eighteen  hundred  years  ago,  “  when  Peter  and  the 
other  apostles  answered  and  said,  We  ought  to  obey  Ood  rather 
than  men.”  Human  laws  can  never  change  what  God  has  made 
right.  “  They  cannot  make  black  white ;  right,  wrong ;  nor 
wrong,  right.”  Then,  if  the  moral  law  be  against  slavery,  no 
excuses  will  stand — it  is  sinful  in  itself.  For  all  men,  so  far  as 
the  claims  of  their  fellow-men  are  concerned,  own  themselves — 
have  a  right  to  liberty.  The  moral  law,  as  we  have  seen,  forbids 
that  we  shall  take,  either  by  superior  numbers,  or  semblance  of 
law,  or  any  other  means,  that  which  belongs  to  our  fellow-man, 
yea,  even  to  covet  it.  But  slavery  takes  from  man — unoffending 
man — the  right  of  personal  ownership,  the  dearest  of  all  rights. 
It  is,  therefore,  a  violation  of  the  moral  law — sinful  in  itself.  And 
now,  dear  reader,  if  the  above  is  God’s  truth,  place  yourself  upon 
it.  Hide  not  your  light,  bury  not  your  talent,  be  not  a  traitor 
to  your  God  and  your  country,  but  speak  with  the  assurance  that 
truth  is  mighty  and  will  prevail,  for  it  is  leagued  with  God. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

EMPORT  OF  WORDS  IN  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT  ;  AND  TEACHING 

OF  CHRIST. 

We  come  now  to  the  New  Testament  argument.  The  texts 
relied  upon,  in  defense  of  slavery,  in  the  New  Testament,  are 
Matt.  xvii.  23-30 ;  1  Cor.  vii.  21 ;  Eph.  vi.  5-9 ;  Col.  iii.  22-25 ; 
I  Timothy  vi.  1,2;  1  Peter  ii.  18  ;  Titus  ii.  9  ;  Philemon  1. 

As  we  have  not  space  for  all,  we  will  copy  only  one  or  two  of 
these  texts  as  examples,  and  the  reader  is  requested  to  turn  and 
read  the  rest.  “  Art  thou  called,  being  a  servant  ?  Care  not  for 
it ;  but  if  thou  mayest  be  made  free,  use  it  rather.”  1  Cor.  vii. 
21.  “Servants,  be  obedient  to  them  that  are  your  masters  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  flesh,  with  fear  and  trembling,  in  singleness  of 
your  heart,  as  unto  Christ ;  not  with  eye-service  as  men-pleasers ; 
but  as  the  servants  of  Christ,  doing  the  will  of  God  from  the 
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heart ;  with  good-will  doing  service,  as  to  the  Lord,  and  not  to 
men :  knowing  that  whatsoever  good  thing  any  man  doeth,  the 
same  shall  he  receive  of  the  Lord,  whether  he  be  bond  or  free. 
And,  ye  masters,  do  the  same  things  unto  them,  forbearing 
threatening :  knowing  that  your  Master  also  is  in  heaven ;  neither 
is  there  respect  of  persons  with  him.”  Eph.  vi.  5-9. 

Before  we  proceed  to  the  direct  argument,  we  will  drop  a  word 
on  the  import  of  the  terms  servant  and  master;  and  in  the 
i  original  Greek,  the  corresponding  words  Soihos,  ( doulos ,)  xvp toj, 
( /curios ,)  and  Stanoty^  (despotes^j  The  apologists  for  slavery  are 
not  willing  to  rest  their  positions  upon  the  plain  principles  of  jus¬ 
tice  and  mercy  as  taught  in  the  Word  of  God,  and  by  the  sense 
of  right  planted  every  where  in  the  bosom  of  man ;  but  they 
seek  to  support  oppression  by  giving  to  these  terms  a  restricted 
meaning,  and  by  an  array  of  learning  and  apparent  show  of  au¬ 
thority.  Facts  will  show  that  truth  and  freedom  have  nothing 
to  fear  from  learning  and  a  sound  exegesis.  They  will  shine 
brighter  by  every  test  applied. 

The  meaning  of  the  Greek  word  (Soixoj,)  which  in  the  New 
Testament  is  translated  servant,  is  regarded  as  furnishing  an  un- 
i  answerable  argument  to  prove  that  slaveholding  was  allowed  by 
|  Christ  and  the  apostles.  As  so  much  stress  is  laid  upon  the 
meaning  of  this  word,  and  in  fact,  as  the  whole  defense  of 
slavery  depends  upon  restricting  it  to  slaves,  it  is  worth  while  to 
examine  it  closely.  The  reader,  however,  will  bear  in  mind,  as 
we  go  along,  that  the  meaning  of  this  word,  although  so  im¬ 
portant  to  slaveholders  and  their  apologists,  is  quite  unimportant 
in  the  chain  of  argument  by  which  we  establish  the  guilt  of 
slavery.  The  truth  in  regard  to  freedom,  like  the  truth  that  the 
Scriptures  are  divinely  inspired,  depends  not  for  its  establishment 
upon  the  meaning  of  a  single  word  or  a  single  argument.  The 
stream  of  evidence  on  our  side  has  a  thousand  tributaries,  any 
one  of  which  (although  far  more  conclusive  than  that  founded 
upon  hoi%oi  by  the  defenders  of  slavery)  might  be  spared,  and 
yet  not  materially  lessen  its  fulness.  Whereas,  if  Soixos  be 
taken  from  them,  they  are  gone — there  is  no  hope  !  Surely  if 
the  whole  of  their  New  Testament  argument  rests  here,  the 
meaning  of  Sotxoj  ought  to  be  established  beyond  doubt. 

But  let  us  examine  it.  In  1  Cor.  ix.  1 9,  Paid  says,  “  Though 
I  be  free  from  all  men,  yet  have  I  made  myself  servant 
(ffiovXuua)  unto  all.”  Now  w’as  Paul  the  slave  of  all  men? 
Remember  the  definition  of  a  slave ;  and  remember  that  a 
definition  must  distinguish  the  thing  defined  from  every  thing 
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else,  or  it  is  not  a  definition.  A  slave  is  one  wlio  is  held  a 
property  without  his  consent,  before  and  after  he  is  of  age 
Mere  “  obligation  to  perform  service  for  another,”  is  not  a  defi 
nition  of  slavery.  I  have  promised  to  labor  with  and  for  thi 
people  to  whom  I  now  minister;  and  having  done  so,  I  an! 
under  obligation  to  labor  for  them.  Yet  I  am  not  the  slave— 
the  property  of  any  man.  The  service  I  perform  is  a  willing 
service.  So  it  was  with  Paul.  He  was  not  the  property  of  anj  | 
man ;  but  having  voluntarily  given  up  the  things  of  this  world 
he  was  performing  service  willingly,  for  all  men.  Paul  says  ir 
this  same  verse  he  is  not  a  slave,  but  “free  from  all  men;”  ye! 
he  made  himself  a  willing  servant. 

Again,  we  are  told  in  Phil.  ii.  7,  that  Christ  “  took  upon 
himself  the  form  of  a  servant,”  (Sov%ov.)  Isa.  xlii.  1 :  “  Be¬ 
hold  my  servant  whom  I  uphold,”  &c.  Now  was  Jesus  Christ, 
our  willing  Saviour  and  Redeemer,  the  ever-living  God,  who  “  is 
before  all  things,  and  by  whom  all  things  consist” — was  he  a 
slave  ?  Let  that  Christian  blush  with  shame  who  would  say  so ; 
yet  Christ,  like  Paul,  was  a  SoAos,  a  willing  servant  for  the  j 
good  of  man.  Kindred  with  the  first  passage  cited,  is  2  Cor.  iv. 

5:  “  For  we  preach  not  ourselves,  but  Christ  Jesus  the  Lord;  ' 
and  ourselves  your  servants  (SoAouj)  for  Jesus’  sake.”  Now,; 
were  Paul,  Timothy,  and  all  the  saints  in  Achaia,  slaves  to  the  fl 
Christians  at  Corinth- — held  as  property  without  their  consent  ?  y. 
Such  a  use  of  the  word  servant  as  above  can  deceive  no  man.  j 
Take  the  first  two  passages  cited  by  Dr.  Rice,  in  his  debate  with  1 
Rev.  J.  Blanchard,  (p.  384,)  to  prove  that. the  “literal  and  i 
proper  meaning  of  SoAo?  is  slave:”  “Jesus  answered  them, h 
Verily,  verily,  I  say  unto  you,  whosoever  commiteth  sin  is  the  ; ! 
servant  (SoAoj)  of  sin.  And  the  servant  (SoAoj)  abideth  not  * 
in  the  house  ever,  but  the  Son  abideth  ever.”  John  viii.  34,  35. ;  8 
“  In  this  passage,”  says  he,  “  it  is  evident  that  the  Saviour 
represents  wicked  men  as  the  slaves  of  sin.”  Now,  were  these  j 
men  the  property  of  sin  ?  and  did  they  render  an  unwilling 
service?  Was  the  service  without  their  consent?  Certainly 
not.  Was  it  with  their  consent?  Then  they  were  not  slaves; 
for  willing  service  is  not  slavery.  And  it  is  only  quibbling,  and 
using  words  in  an  improper  sense,  to  say  such  service  was 
slavery.  If  SoAoj  here  means  slave,  why  did  not  the  transla- ,« 
tors  of  the  New  Testament  use  the  term  slave  ?  Plainly  because  j  s. 
they  saw  that  the  service  spoken  of  was  not  slavery.  Take  the  id 
second  passage  cited  by  Dr.  Rice— -Rom.  vi.  17,  18:  “But)# 
God  be  thanked  that  ye  were  the  servants  (SoAoi)  of  sin :  but  ii 
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ve  have  obeyed  from  the  heart  that  form  of  doctrine  which  was 
delivered  you.  Being  then  made  free  from  sin,  ye  became  the 
servants  [fSovXoSfrf]  of  righteousness,”  &c.  Now,  according  to 
the  Doctor's  teaching,  “  that  slave  is  the  proper  and  literal  mean¬ 
ing  ot  tSovAos,  ’  those  persons  were  slaves  when  they  were  servants 
to  sin,  and  also  slaves  when  they  were  “made  free,  and  became 
servants  to  righteousness.”  But  those  who  translated  the  New 
Testament  did  not  so  understand  the  word  Soizoy,  and  accord- 
inglv  translated  it  servant — one  doing  a  willing  service.  And 
every  man  can  see  that  the  servants  were  neither  the  property 
of  sin,  nor  of  righteousness  ;  nor  was  the  service  they  rendered 
an  unwilling  service.  It  is  mere  trilling  for  men  to  talk  about 
voluntary  service  being  slavery.  Now,  the  word  SoiAo*  is  used 
twenty-eight  times  in  the  New  Testament,  to  denote  this  volun¬ 
tary  service  of  man  to  his  God.  See  Greenfield. 

Take  one  more  example — the  words  of  pious  old  Simeon,  when 
for  the  first  time  he  saw  the  Saviour.  They  are  these:  “Now, 
Lord,  [AfSTtora,]  let  test  thou  thy  servant  (6  oixov)  depart  in  peace, 
for  mine  eyes  have  seen  thy  salvation.”  Now  give  it  the  pro¬ 
slavery  reading,  and  make  Seonota  mean  slaveholder,  and  you 
have  these  words  :  “  Now,  slaveholder,  lettest  thou  thy  slave  de¬ 
part  in  peace.”  \  ou  see  what  havoc  such  definitions  would 
make  ot  the  Bibie.  Dr.  Bice  admits  with  anti-slavery  men  that 
God  is  our  Creator  and  Preserver,  yet  we  are  freemen — volun¬ 
tary  in  our  acts — we  are  not  slaves.  He,  though  a  servant  of 
God,  would  not  like  to  be  called  a  slave.  According  to  the 
Doctor’s  teaching,  it  is  all  a  mistake  about  the  white  citizens  of 
America  being  freemen,  especially  the  Christians.  They  are  all 
slaves,  because  they  are  called  the  servants  of  God.  And  the 
angels  in  heaven  are  slaves,  for  they  who  are  represented  as  there 
praising  God  are  called  servants — Sovzot.  Rev.  xix.  10.  These 
absurdities  correct  themselves ;  and  when  seen,  can  deceive  no 
man.  What  then  is  the  truth  in  reference  to  this  word  ?  This, 
as  every  man  may  plainly  see  :  The  Greek  word  5ov?.o$.  like  Ifij? 
in  Hebrew,  and  servant  in  English,  denotes  one  ivho  does  service 
for  another ,  irrespective  of  the  time  for  which,  or  the  principle 
upon  which  that  service  may  be  rendered.  It  may  be  for  a  short 
time  ;  it  may  be  for  a  long  time.  It  may  be  willingly  ;  it  may  be 
unwillingly.  It  is  a  generic  word  denoting  simply  one  who  does 
service.  The  connection  in  which  it  is  used  must  determine 
what  kind  of  service  is  performed — whether  voluntary  or  in¬ 
voluntary — free  or  bond.*  With  other  qualifying  words,  as 


*  “  Hence  the  Greeks  used  the  term  bovXoc,  to  express  servitude  in  the 
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“  &ovXo$  vrto  £vy ov”  it  may  mean  slave ;  but  5 ovxoj  alone  dc 
not  mean  slave.  Thus,  Dr.  Potter,  in  his  Grecian  Antiquities] 
page  V  3,  says  :  “  Slaves,  as  long  as  they  were  under  the  goverr 
rnent  of  a  master,  were  called  oixii m,  ( oiketai ;)  but  after  tiieiJ 
freedom  was  granted  to  them,  they  were  Soixo t,  not  being,  lil 
the  former ,  a  part  of  the  master’s  estate ,  but  only  obliged  td 
some  grateful  acknowledgments  and  small  services,  such  as  were 
required  of  the  ystoixot,,  ( metoikoi ,  resident  foreigners,)  to  whor 
they  were  in  some  few  things  inferior.”  The  word  Sov^os  doed 
not  necessarily  denote  a  slave.  Andrapodon  (avSpartoSov)  is  the 
definite  Greek  word  to  denote  a  slave.* *  The  word  slave  is  usee 
but  once  in  the  New  Testament,  and  then,  not  to  translate  5o5aov| 
but  owy a,  (soma)  Rev.  xviii.  13.  And  those  who  would  see  ii 
prospective  the  awful  calamity  of  those  who  enslave,  may  turn 
to  that  chapter,  and  read  the  suffering  of  her,  “the  smoke  of 
whose  torment  ascendeth  up  for  ever  and  ever.” 

We  are  also  told  “  that  the  Hellenistic  writers,  of  whom  were 
the  apostles  of  Christ,  did  not  make  a  distinction  between  the 
Greek  words  xvpios  and  Seeno-c ‘tjc,  and  that  these  words  signify 
“  a  master ,  owner  of  slaves “  that  when  applied  to  designate  the 
relation  between  master  and  servant,  they  signify  a  slaveholder 
See  Debate  on  Slavery,  by  Dr.  Rice  and  Rev.  J.  Blanchard,  pp. 
381  and  480.  Now  these  words  denote  the  opposite  relation  to 
“  SoiiAo;,”  and  like  that  word,  they  are  general  in  their  import.f 
They  may,  with  other  qualifying  words ,  be  used  to  denote  a 
slaveholder ;  or  they  may  be  used  to  denote  simply  a  teacher,  a 
ruler,  as  a  term  of  respect ,  &c.  They  are  not  the  definite  words  for 
slaveholder.  The  definite  term  for  slaveholder  is  nrSpanoStatys, 
(andrapod istes.)  J  If  they  be  used  to  denote  a  slaveholder  at  all,  the 
connection  in  which  they  are  used  must  fix  their  import.  They 


most  general  form,  whatever  might  he  the  method  by  which  the  obliga" 
tion  to  service  originated.”  So  Barnes,  and  G.  W.  Becker,  in  Bibliotheca 
Sacra,  vol.  ii.  p.  569. 

*  Barnes  says  the  proper  word  to  denote  a  slave,  with  reference  to  the 
master’s  claim  of  property  in  him,  and  without  regard  to  the  relations  and 
offices  in  which  he  was  employed,  was  not  dovXoj,  but  arSparto&op.  So 
Passow. 

|  Robinson,  than  whom  as  a  lexicographer  we  have  no  better  authority, 
says,  “Ssartot'jjs  means  master .”  This  is  die  first  or  primary  meaning  which 
he  gives  to  it,  and  says  it  is  used,  (a)  as  opposed  to  a  servant,  the  head  of 
a  family,  pater  familias,  and  cites  immediately,  1  Tim.  vL  1,  2 ;  2  Tim. 
ii.  21 ;  'Jjtus  ii  9  ;  1  Peter  ii.  18 ;  (b)  by  impL  as  denoting  Lord,  spoken  of 
God,  of  Christ,  of  Kings  or  Emperors. 

\  So  Bames  in  his  late  work  on  Slavery,  page  67. 
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ire  often  used  not  to  denote  slaveholder.  “  Then  came  Peter  to 
dim,  (the  Saviour,)  and  said,  Lord,  (Kupts — Master,  Teacher,) 
iow  oft  shall  my  brother  sin  against  me,  and  I  forgive  him  ?” 
datt.  xviii.  21.  Now  we  all  know  that  Peter  did  not  use  the 
vord  here  as  denoting  that  Christ,  his  Master  or  Teacher,  was  a 
laveholder,  and  that  he  (Peter)  was  held  as  a  slave — as  property, 
tnd  that  to  an  unwilling  service.  Robinson  says,  “  Krpco;  is 
ipplied  to  the  Lord  Jesus  in  reference  to  his  abode  on  earth,  as  a 
aster  and  Teacher ,” — a  director  and  instructor.  The  same 
ord,  says  Stuart,  “  is  used  as  a  term  of  respect  and  civility,”  as 
n  Matt.  xxi.  30.  The  son  says  to  the  father,  “Sir,  (Kupi£,)  I 
o.”  In  Matt.  xxv.  11,  the  virgins  say  to  the  bridegroom, 
ho  was  surely  not  their  slaveholder,  “  Lord,  Lord,  [Kupw, 
vpw,]  open  unto  us.”  The  Greeks  who  came  up  to  worship, 
said  to  Philip,  “Sir,  [Kupit,]  we  would  see  Jesus.”  Surely,  they 
did  not  mean  to  say  they  were  the  slaves  of  Philip.  See  John 
xi.  21.  This  same  word,  says  Stuart,  “is  used  to  denote  the 
head  of  a  family  or  household.”  (Mark  xiii.  35.)  Again,  Luke 
xvi.  3-8.  There  the  steward  is  represented  as  saying  within  him¬ 
self,  “  What  shall  I  do  ?  for  my  lord  (xup;o$ — master )  taketh  away 
from  me  the  stewardship  ?  I  cannot  dig ;  to  beg  I  am  ashamed.” 
Here  it  is  plain  xvp to;  does  not  mean  a  slaveholder,  but  only  an 
employer  of  a  hireling  or  steward,  who  was  under  the  direction  of 
the  employer,  and  the  employer  is  therefore  called  Lord  or  mas¬ 
ter.  He  was  a  director,  not  a  property-holder  of  the  steward. 
The  same  word  is  used  to  designate  the  husband  of  Sarah. 
1  Peter  iii.  6.  He  was  head  or  director  ;  and  as  such,  she  is  said  to 
have  called  him  Kuptoj — Lord — Master.  Take  as  another  example, 
Matt,  xviii.  26  :  “The  servant  therefore  fell  down  and  worshipped 
[or  besought]  him,  saying,  Lord,  [Kvptf,  Master,]  have  patience  with 
me,  and  I  will  pay  thee  all.”  Here  the  word  denotes  a  king  who 
was  a  creditor,  who  had  hired  one  of  his  subjects,  called  a  ser¬ 
vant — Sov’ko;.  But  Dr.  Junkin  says,  “This  Soixoj  must  have 
been  a  slave,  and  the  master  a  slaveholder,  or  we  cannot  under¬ 
stand  the  transaction.”  The  servant  clearly  was  not  a  slave,  as 
may  be  seen,  (1.)  From  the  fact  that  he  said  to  his  lord,  “have 
patience  with  me,  and  I  will  pay  thee  all” — ten  thousand  talents. 
He  must  have  been  a  free  property-holder,  otherwise"  he  would 
have  had  no  means  to  pay,  though  his  lord  should  wait  for  him. 
(2.)  This  servant,  having  “begged  day,”  went  away  and  cast  his 
fellow-servants  into  prison,  until  they  should  pay  him  what  they 
owed  him.  The  fact  of  his  being  a  creditor,  is  evidence  that  he  was 
himself  a  free  property-holder,  that  might  sue  and  be  sued . 

1* 
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(3.)  If  he  was  a  slave,  what  would  his  lord  or  master  make  by  selling 
his  own  property  ?  Can  a  slave  become  a  debtor  of  ten  thousand 
talents  to  his  master  ?  And  if  he  does,  can  the  master  recover  that 
debt,  by  selling  him  as  the  absolute  property  of  another  man  ? 
Every  man  must  see  the  absurdity.  Can  my  horse,  my  property, 
become  a  debtor  to  me  ?  And  if  he  does,  will  I  get  my  debt  out 
of  him  by  selling  him  to  another  man  ?  The  truth  in  the  case  can 
be  very  easily  shown.  The  Saviour  was  a  Jew,  and  speaking  to 
Jews,  he  would  use  Jewish  customs  to  illustrate  his  truths,  such 
as  were  familiar  to  them.  The  servant,  as  Barnes  very  properly 
suggests,  was  a  collector  of  revenue.  Grotius  says,  “All  the  king’s 
subjects,  and  especially  his  ministers,  were  called  his  servants.” 
See  T.  E.  Thomas.  It  is  certain  the  servant  here  spoken  of  was 
a  debtor ;  that  which  property  cannot  become.  According  to  a 
custom  among  the  Jews,  a  creditor  could  seize  a  debtor,  or  his 
children,  and  sell  them  for  a  season,  until  the  debt  was  paid.  See 
2  Kings  iv.  1;  Amos  viii.  6.  “Well,”  says  Dr.  Junkin,  “if  the 
servant  was  not  a  slave  before  he  was  sold,  he  was  after.”  Unfor¬ 
tunately  for  the  Doctor,  this  refuge  fails  also ;  for,  first,  he  was  not 
sold  at  all :  his  lord  had  compassion  on  him,  “  and  forgave  him  . 
the  debt.”  And  second,  if  he  had  been  sold,  the  Doctor  has 
admitted  that  he  (that  is,  his  service)  could  be  sold  only  for  six 
years.  See  his  pamphlet  on  Slavery,  pp.  30,  31. 

If  the  servant  sold  had  been  made  a  slave,  the  fact  that  the 
Saviour  alluded  to  him  would  be  no  evidence  that  the  Saviour 
intended  to  sanction  slavery,  but  the  opposite.  The  very  object 
of  the  introduction  of  the  parable  was  to  show  that  men  ought 
to  forgive ,  and  not  be  like  the  king  or  his  steward.  The  truth  is  < 
this :  The  servant  spoken  of  was  a  subject,  acting  as  an  officer , 
in  the  employ  of  his  king ;  and  according  to  a  custom  of  those 
days,  was  called  a  servant.  Again,  Ephesians  vi.  9 :  “And  ye 
masters,  do  the  same  things  unto  them,  forbearing  threatening; 
knowing  that  your  Master  [Kupioj]  also  is  in  heaven ;  neither  is 
there  respect  of  persons  with  him.”  Now,  if  xvpio; — master ,  in 
all  these  cases  means  slaveholder,  then  the  definition,  when  put 
in  the  place  of  the  word,  will  convey  the  same  sense  or  idea  as 
the  word  itself,  if  the  definition  be  correct.  If  not  correct,  it  will 
not.  Let  its  try  it.  Notice  the  above  reading,  as  it  stands  in  the 
New  Testament.  Now  adopt  the  one  with  the  definition  given 
by  pro-slavery  men,  and  it  will  be  thus :  “  Ye  slaveholders,  do 
the  same  things  unto  them,  [your  slaves,]  forbearing  threatening, 
knowing  that  your  Slaveholder  is  in  heaven.”  What!  dear 
reader,  is  it  true  that  there  are  slaveholders  in  heaven?  A  being. 
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or  beings,  who  hold  others  as  “chattels  personal  in  the  hands  of 
their  possessors  ” — held  without  their  consent  ?  •  Can  you  believe 
this  ?  Plainly  then,  xvptoj,  the  word  commonly  translated  mas¬ 
ter,  as  here  used,  does  not  mean  slaveholder.  Nor  does  Soiftoj, 
as  here  used,  mean  slave. 

Then,  when  you  meet  with  the  term  master ,  in  reading  the 
Bible,  you  are  not  to  understand  that  it  always  means  a  slave¬ 
holder.  It  is  often  used  simply  to  denote  a  teacher,  or  a  house¬ 
holder;  one  having  an  oversight  over  others,  as  a  guardian  over 
apprentices  or  bound  bogs*  It  is  used  to  denote  a  ruler  or  king, 
having  one  or  more  of  his  subjects  in  his  employ.  It  is  also  used 
simply  as  a  term  of  respect  and  civility.  At  the  time  our  present 
translation  of  the  Scriptures  was  made,  the  word  was  used  with 
this  general  signification,  and  as  the  popular  way  to  translate 
xvpioj,  Ssdftotrii,  and  other  words;  and  would  have  continued 
to  be  used  in  this  general  sense,  were  it  not  that  slavery  has 
degraded  it. 
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We  come  now  to  the  direct  argument.  And,  1.  It  is  claimed 
that  Christ  recognized  the  relation  of  master  and  slave ;  referred 
to  it  in  illustration  of  his  doctrines,  and  did  not  forbid  it. 

In  answer,  we  reply :  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  Saviour 
ever  met  a  case  of  slavery.  (1.)  There  is  no  evidence  that  the 
servants  alluded  to  by  Christ  were  slaves,  and  not  servants  only. 
The  Saviour  was  a  Jew.  He  labored  only  with  Jews,  with  whom, 
we  have  already  shown,  slavery  did  not  exist ;  and  especially  is 
this  true,  (as  is  generally  believed,)  that  they  held  no  slaves  after 
the  Babylonian  captivity.  The  case  in  Matt,  xviii.  25  we  have 
already  noticed,  and  shown  that  the  servant  there  alluded  to  was 
not  a  slave.  In  reference  to  the  case  of  the  centurion,  Matt.  viii.  6, 
there  is,  first,  no  positive  evidence  that  his  servant  was  a  slave. 
The  word  used  by  the  centurion,  as  it  stands  in  the  original,  is 
rtodf,  ( pais ) — a  word  usually  translated  boy  ;  and,  as  Barnes  cor¬ 
rectly  says,  “  was  rarely  applied  to  a  slave.”  Many  writers  believe 
this  boy  was  his  own  child — “  He  was  dear  unto  him,”  Luke  vii. 
2.  The  term  used  in  verse  9,  designating  the  servant  under  him, 

*  In  New-England  and  other  free  States,  they  use  the  term  master 
now,  to  designate  those  who  are  guardians  and  teachers  of  bound  boys 
and  apprentices.  See  Life  of  Norman  Smith,  by  Dr.  Hawes. 
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is  Sov?ujj ;  a  term  so  general  in  its  import  that  nothing,  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  servitude,  can  be  determined  from  the  mere  use  of 
that  word,  as  we  have  shown.  Do  you  say  it  is  probable  that  the 
servant  was  a  slave?  We  answer,  the  argument  is  worth  nothing 
unless  you  can  show  positively  that  the  servant  was  a  slave* 
The  centurion  was  a  soldier  having  officers  under  him,  in  Caper¬ 
naum.  And  again,  if  the  servant  was  a  slave,  we  have  no  evidence 
that  the  centurion  continued  to  hold  slaves  after  his  interview 
with  the  Saviour.  Though  Judea  was  then  under  the  Roman 
government,  it  was  the  policy  of  Rome  to  let  each  nation  enjoy 
its  peculiar  form  of  government,!  and  the  Jews  maintaining  their 
voluntary  bond-service,  as  we  have  shown,  in  accordance  with  it, 
the  Saviour  says,  “  The  servant  abideth  not  in  the  house  for  ever ; 
but  the  Son  abideth  ever.”  John  viii.  35.  The  servant  went  out 
at  the  end  of  six  years,  or  at  the  jubilee,  according  as  he  had 
bound  himself  to  serve.  If  the  servant  had  been  a  slave,  he  would 
have  abode  as  long  as  the  son ;  yea,  longer,  as  long  as  he  and 
his  family  existed.  But  the  very  fact  that  the  service  was  tem¬ 
porary,  shows  that  it  was  not  slavery.  The  case  is  clear,  forcible, 
and  pertinent.  So  the  other  parables  used  by  the  Saviour,  in 
which  servants- are  alluded  to,  show  that  the  service  was  not  that 
of  slavery.  In  the  parable  of  the  Prodigal  Son,  we  are  told  that 
the  servants  were  “  hired  servants.”  In  the  parable  of  the  vine¬ 
yard,  the  master  went  out  and  “hired  servants  at  every  hour  in 
the  day,”  and  paid  them  for  it.  The  case  of  the  unjust  steward, 
we  have  shown,  was  not  that  of  slavery.  Where  servants  of 
kings  are  alluded  to,  as  in  the  marriage  feast,  there  is  no  evidence 
that  they  were  slaves ;  whilst  on  the  other  hand  we  know  that  it 
was  customary  to  call  officers  of  government,  assisting  the  king, 
servants.  There  is  not  a  single  case  that  will  prove  that  Christ 
met  with  a  slaveholder. 

(2.)  Were  it  certain  that  the  servants  alluded  to  by  Christ 


*  That  the  servant  was  not  a  slave,  will  appear  from  these  considera¬ 
tions:  “Though  the  centurion  would  probably  have  a  servant  with  him, 
as  is  the  custom  now  in  the  East,”  yet  “these  are  not  commonly  slaves. 
They  are  persons  in  the  employ  of  the  Government,  assigning  such  per¬ 
sons  to  the  use  of  the  army,  to  be  paid  by  the  Government.  Again,  con¬ 
sidering  the  facilities  for  escaping  in  passing  through  foreign  countries,  on 
a  march,  it  is  hardly  probable  that  the  attendants  on  Roman  officers  would 
be  slaves.” — Barnes. 

j-  And  when  subjugated  by  the  Romans,  they  were  left  the  privilege 
of  adjudicating  their  secular  affairs,  as  well  as  regulating  their  religion,  by 
their  former  laws  and  customs.  See  McKnight’s  Com.  on  1  Cor.  vL  2, 
and  his  reference  to  Josephus,  Art.  lib.  xiv.  p.  48V.  Genev.  edit. 
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were  slaves,  still,  the  fact  that  he  alluded  to  them,  in  illustration 
of  spiritual  or  moral  truths,  is  no  more  evidence  that  he  recog¬ 
nized  slavery  as  right ,  than  the  fact  that  he  alluded  to  the 
unjust  steward,  (Luke  xvi.  18,)  is  evidence  that  he  recognized 
deception  and  dishonesty  as  right.  Read  the  text  referred  to. 

(3.)  The  mere  fact  that  we  have  no  record  of  Christ  calling 
slavery  by  its  specific  name,  and  forbidding  it  as  sin,  is  no  more 
evidence  that  he  considered  it  lawful,  than  the  fact  that  we  have 
no  record  of  his  specifically  speaking  against  gambling,  piracy, 
counterfeiting,  persecutions,  &c.,  is  evidence  that  he  considered 
these  as  lawful  and  right.  On  the  same  ground  we  may  infer 
that  Christ  approved  the  horrid  massacre  of  infants  by  Herod, 
because  we  have  no  record  of  his  specific  denunciation  of  the  act. 
We  know  not  how  much  Christ  and  his  apostles  preached  against 
specific  sins.  We  have  but  a  very  small  part  of  their  preaching 
and  teaching  recorded.  J ohn,  using  the  language  of  hypei  bole, 
with  reference  to  the  things  which  Jesus  did,  says:  “If  they 
should  be  written,  every  one,  I  suppose  that  even  the  world  itself 
could  not  contain  the  books  that  should  be  written.”  John  xxi.  25. 
The  New  Testament  is  not  a  volume  of  the  sermons  and  dis¬ 
courses  of  Christ  and  his  apostles  against  specific  sins ;  but  chiefly 
an  outline  of  their  history ,  and  the  general  principles  taught  by 
them. 

But  Christ  did  oppose  slavery  in  the  most  effective  manner,  by 
laying  down  general  precepts  which  forbid  slavery ,  and  every 
other  form  of  oppression.  This  is  the  Bible  method  of  opposing 
most  sins.  Had  its  Author  framed  a  specific  description  of  and 
denunciation  for  every  specific  sin,  or  form  of  wrong,  the  Bible 
would  have  been  so  large  that  no  man  would  have  been  able  to 
read  it,  in  order  to  know  what  is  wrong.  And  second,  specific 
statutes  may  often  be  avoided,  but  general  precepts  or  principles, 
never.  Hence  the  Saviour  comes,  not  only,  as  he  said,  to  fulfil 
the  moral  law ,  which,  as  we  have  seen,  forbids  slavery  ;  but  that 
no  social  wrong  may  escape,  and  that  all  men  may  have  a  plain 
and  intelligible  rule,  he  says,  “Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbor  as 
thyself.”  Luke  x.  27.  And,  “  Whatsoever  ye  would  that  men 
should  do  to  you,  do  ye  even  so  to  them.”  Matt.  vii.  12.  Now, 
no  man  can  be  a  willing  slaveholder,  (as  distinguished  from  a 
guardian  or  redeemer,)  without  violating  these  plain  precepts. 
And  we  need  no  other  argument  with  which  to  oppose  slavery, 
or  any  other  form  of  oppression. 

All  this  talk  about  loving  our  neighbor  as  ourselves,  by  buy¬ 
ing  a  slave  and  holding  him  in  a  better  condition,  but  still  as  a 
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slave ,  is  a  mere  heartless  subterfuge,  “  an  inoperative  conscience 
plaster,”  based  upon  selfishness  and  oppression,  as  we  shall  show 
when  we  come  to  answer  objections.  If  I  am  able  to  buy  the 
slave,  I  am  able  to  free  him  immediately  ;*  and  then  be  as  rich 
or  richer  than  he  will  be.  When  the  early  Christians  bought 
slaves,  they  bought  them  not  for  the  purpose  of  showing  their 
Christian  love  by  holding  them  still  as  slaves,  but  for  the  'pur¬ 
pose  of  freeing  them  immediately.!  We  said  that  Christ  did 
forbid  slavery,  in  the  most  effective  manner,  by  proclaiming  the 
precepts,  “  Love  thy  neighbor  as  thyself and,  “  Whatsoever  ye 
would  that  men  should  do  to  you,  do  ye  even  so  to  them  ; 
for  this  is  the  law  and  the  prophets.”  “  This  rule,”  says  Dr.  Rice, 
“  requires  us  to  treat  others  as  we  would  reasonably  expect  and 
desire  them  to  treat  us,  if  vie  were  in  their  situation."  As  it 
was  shown  him,  the  question  to  be  settled  is,  whether  the  golden 
rule  allows  the  slave  to  be  put  in  the  condition  of  a  slave.  Con¬ 
cerning  those  first  enslaved,  he  says  they  were  “  unrighteously 
enslaved  by  others  ;”  and  surely  it  cannot  be  right  in  any  man  to 
continue  or  even  tolerate  an  unrighteous  thing.  Then, 

(2.)  Does  the  golden  rule  allow  us  to  continue  to  enslave-  those 
already  enslaved  Let  us  try  it.  Suppose  the  English  land 
upon  our  shores  a  superior  force,  (for  slavery  is  a  system  of  force, 
and  can  exist  only  by  force,)  and  take  “us  whites”  captives,  en¬ 
slave  us,  and  sell  us  to  the  French.  The  French  as  a  nation  adopt 
the  Christian  religion,  the  foundation  principle  of ’which  is,  “  Thou 
shalt  love  thy  neighbor  as  thyself.”  “  Whatsoever  ye  would  that 
men  should  do  to  you,  do  ye  even  so  to  them.”  Now,  would 
we  reasonably  “expect  and  desire”  them  to  give  us  our  liberty? 
We  had  done  no  harm,  our  forefathers  had  done  no  harm  ;  as 


*  Or  very  soon,  holding  him  only  to  a  bond-service,  with  a  deed  of 
emancipation  recorded — guarantee  in  will,  etc. 

f  Such  persons  are  properly  called  redeemers,  not  slaveholders.  See 
Nehemiah  v.  8:  “We  after  our  ability  have  redeemed  our  brethren 
which  were  sold  unto  the  heathen.” 

%  A  minister  of  the  gospel,  living  in  Alabama,  writing  to  the  Editor  of 
the  New-  York  Evangelist ,  says  .  “  The  influences  of  religion  are  gaining 
ground,  and  as  they  gain  ground  masters  treat  their  servants  better  in 
dress,  and  grant  them  more  Christian  privileges.  And  this  is  not  alL 
Owners  begin  to  feel  that  slavery  is  a  sin.  A  few  wicked  men  (slave¬ 
holders)  have  said  to  me  at  different  times,  that  they  did  not  see  what 
business  Christians  had  to  come  here  and  buy  plantations  and  negroes ; 
intimating  that  there  is,  in  their  estimation,  a  glaring  inconsistency  between 
religion  and  slavery.  They  justify  themselves  in  slavery,  because  they 
do  not  profess  to  obey  the  Bible.  They  say  a  man  cannot  do  to  others  as 
he  would  they  should  do  to  him,  and  hold  slaves.” 
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innocent  beings,  we  had  been  “  unrighteously  enslaved  by  others.” 
Would  we  “reasonably  expect  and  desire”  them,  as  Christian 
men,  to  give  us  our  liberty  ?  Every  man  knows  how  he  would 
decide,  were  it  his  own  case.  No  man  is  willing  to  be  held  as  a 
slave — have  his  body,  his  mind,  his  time,  his  labor,  his  wife,  his 
child,  his  religion,  all  that  distinguishes  him  as  a  man,  usurped 
and  controlled  by  another.  And  if  slavery  is  right,  then  to  en¬ 
slave  man,  as  man,  is  right,  irrespective  of  color. 

But,  says  one,  if  men’s  desires  are  to  be  the  standard  by  which 
this  rule  is  to  be  interpreted,  then,  any  poor  man  may  demand 
of  me  a  part  of  my  farm,  on  the  ground  that  if  I  were  in  his  place 
I  would  wish  him  to  give  it  to  me.  To  this  I  reply,  he  has 
no  right  to  desire  his  own  aggrandizement  at  the  expense  of 
another’s  lawful  gains.  This  would  be  violating  another  com¬ 
mand,  which  forbids  us  to  covet  any  thing  that  belongs  to  another. 
The  meaning  of  the  rule  is,  “  All  lawful  things  whatsoever  ye 
would  others  should  do  to  you,  do  ye  even  so  to  them.”  Now,  to 
desire  liberty  is  lawful ;  for  liberty  is  the  natural  state  of  every 
man, — as  Wesley  said,  “  the  birthright  of  every  man.”  And 
to  desire  another  man  to  give  him  his  liberty,  is  not  coveting 
that  which  belongs  to  another ,  but  that  which  by  nature  belongs 
to  himself ;  for  as  an  innocent  man,  he  has  done  nothing  by 
which  to  forfeit  it.  No  man  then  can  wilfully  enslave  his  fellow- 
man  without  violating  this  plain  precept  of  Christ ;  and  “  sin  is 
the  transgression  of  the  law.”  We  need  go  no  farther  to  know 
whether  the  New  Testament  forbids  slavery.  Whatever  isolated 
passages  we  may  hereafter  find,  that  may  seem  to  tolerate  slavery, 
we  may  be  sure  that  such  apparent  toleration  arises  from  our 
ignorance  of  the  design  of  the  writer,  or  of  the  truth  concerning 
these  passages;  for  it  cannot  be  that  the  specific  precepts  of 
Christianity  will  violate  its  foundation  principle.  This  would  be 
an  inconsistency  reproachful  to  man,  and  much  more  so  to  God. 

Further,  this  precept  requires  not  only  that  the  slaveholder 
shall  let  the  oppressed  go  free,  but  that  the  non-slaveholder , 
whether  he  be  North  or  South,  shall  also  plead  and  labor  for 
the  rights  and  welfare  of  his  fellow-man — both  slave  and  master. 
If  we  were  involved  in  the  darkness  and  difficulties  that  many 
masters  really  are,  and  if  we  were  bowed  down  under  the  yoke  of 
bondage,  as  is  the  poor  slave,  we  would  wish,  yea,  “  reasonably 
expect  and  desire,”  those  who  knew  the  truth,  to  speak,  to  plead 
and  labor  for  bur  deliverance.  Then  every  man  and  woman, 
whether  slaveholder  or  non-slaveholder,  at  the  East  or  West, 
North  or  South,  in  Europe  or  America — every  soul  in  Christendom, 
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has  something  to  do  with  slavery.  Patriotism  has  no  territory  for 
neutrals  to  stand  on.  Humanity  will  own  no  one  who  has  not  a 
soul  to  feel  for  another’s  woe.  Christianity  will  reject  the  man  who 
disregards  the  rights  of  man,  and  denies  his  Saviour  in  the  per¬ 
son  of  his  fellow — “  the  least  of  one  of  these,  my  brethren.”  For, 
at  the  day  of  final  retribution,  the  Saviour  will  say,  “  I  was  an 
hungered,  and  ye  gave  me  no  meat ;  I  was  thirsty,  and  ye  gave 
me  no  drink;  I  was  a  stranger,  and  ye  took  me  not  in;  naked, 
and  ye  clothed  me  not ;  sick,  and  in  prison,  and  ye  visited  me 
not.  Then  shall  they  also  answer  him,  saying,  Lord,  when  saw 
we  thee  an  hungered,  or  athirst,  or  a  stranger,  or  naked,  or  sick, 
or  in  prison,  and  did  not  minister  unto  thee  \  Then  shall  he 
answer  them,  saying,  Inasmuch  as  ye  did  it  not  to  one  of  the 
least  of  these,  ye  did  it  not  to  me.  And  these  shall  go  away 
into  everlasting  punishment,  but  the  righteous  into  life  eternal.” 
Oh !  fellow-man,  thou  hast  something  to  do  with  slavery.  The 
first  principles  of  right,  of  Christianity,  require,  not  only  that  we 
shall  not  enslave,  but  that  we  shall  labor  for  the  oppressed,  as  we 
would  were  the  person  of  our  Saviour  himself  enslaved.  Re¬ 
member  this,  and 

“  If  then  thou  hast  truth  to  utter, 

Speak  it  boldly,  speak  it  all.” 

There  are  other  teachings  of  Christ,  which  are  directly  against 
slavery.  In  the  outset  of  his  preaching  he  said,  “  The  Spirit  of 
the  Lord  is  upon  me,  because  he  hath  anointed  me  to  preach  the 
gospel  to  the  poor ;  he  hath  sent  me  to  heal  the  broken-hearted, 
to  preach  deliverance  to  the  captives,  and  recovering  of  sight  to 
the  blind,  to  set  at  liberty  them  that  are  bruised,  to  preach  the 
acceptable  year  of  the  Lord.”  Luke  iv.  18,  19.  These  words, 
as  Barnes  suggests,  were  spoken  by  Isaiah,  Ixi.  ls  in  reference 
to  the  delivery  of  the  Jews  from  Babylonian  oppression,  and  also 
as  applicable  to  Christ  at  his  coming.  The  Saviour  assumes 
them  as  appropriate  to  himself — that  he  had  come  to  preach 
against  all  oppression ;  and,  alluding  to  the  year  of  jubilee, 
(which,  as  we  have  seen,  was  the  year  of  release  to  all,)  he  says, 
“  to  preach  the  acceptable  year  of  the  Lord.”  To  evade  the  force 
of  these  truths,  some  say  the  words  are  to  be  understood  only 
in  a  spiritual  sense.  We  reply,  it  is  manifest  and  acknowl¬ 
edged,  that  they  are  literal  as  well  as  figurative  or  spiritual. 
That  he  preached  the  gospel  to  the  poor,  was  literal  as  well  as 
figurative.  That  he  opened  the  eyes  of  the  blind,  was  literal  as 
well  as  figurative.  That  he  comforted  the  broken-hearted  by 
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bringing  to  life  their  departed  dead,  was  literal  as  well  as  figura¬ 
tive  ;  and  that  he  has  really  preached  deliverance  to  the  captives 
and  set  at  liberty  them  that  are  bruised,  is  literal  as  well  as  figura¬ 
tive.  It  was  the  gospel  of  Christ — the  doctrine  of  equal  love 
to  our  neighbor — of  doing  to  others  as  we  would  they  should 
do  to  us — that  prompted  the  early  Christians  to  expend  their 
estates,  as  we  shall  see,  to  buy  slaves  from  slavery.  It  was  the 
gospel  of  Christ  that  had  entirely  banished  slavery  from  the 
whole  of  the  Roman  Empire  when  it  was  overrun  by  the  hordes 
of  .northern  Europe.  It  was  the  gospel  of  Christ  that  moved 
the  hearts  of  the  British  people,  and  bade  them  proclaim  liberty 
of  body  to  eight  hundred  thousand  in  one  day.  It  is  the  gospel 
of  Christ  that  has  been  feeling  about  the  hearts  and  opening  the 
hands  of  the  American  people  ever  since  they  have  had  an  ex¬ 
istence.  And  now,  whilst  as  by  an  eye  of  faith  it  points  to  a 
throne  of  eternal  justice  and  final  retribution,  it  is  still  saying  to 
the  trembling  soul,  “  Break  every  yoke,  and  let  the  oppressed  go 
free.”  “  Remember  them  that  are  in  bonds,  as  bound  with  them.” 
And  of  the  millions  that  have  been  freed  from  the  thraldom  of 
literal  slavery,  it  will  be  found  that  in  ninety-nine  cases  out  of  a 
hundred,  the  prime  moving  cause  of  literal  freedom  was  the  gospel 
of  Christ.  And  blessed  be  God,  the  apologists  for  oppression  them¬ 
selves  being  judges,  the  gospel  will  yet  literally  banish  all  slavery. 
Thus  the  Biblical  Repertory,  speaking  of  the  principles  of  the 
gospel,  says  :  “  It  is  also  evident,  that  acting  in  accordance  with 
these  principles  would  soon  improve  the  condition  of  the  slaves, 
would  make  them  intelligent,  moral  and  religious,  and  thus  work 
out  the  benefit  of  all  concerned,  and  the  removal  of  the  institu¬ 
tion.  For  slavery,  like  despotism,  supposes  the  actual  inferiority 
and  consequent  dependence  of  those  held  in  subjection.  Neither 
can  be  permanent.  Both  may  be  prolonged  by  keeping  the 
subject  classes  degraded,  that  is,  by  committing  sin  on  a  large 
scale,  which  is  only  to  treasure  up  wrath  for  the  day  of  wrath. 
It  is  only  the  antagonist  fanaticism  of  the  South  which  main¬ 
tains  the  doctrine  that  slavery  is  in  itself  a  good  thing,  and  ought 
to  be  perpetuated.  It  cannot  possibly  be  perpetuated.”  So,  Dr. 
Fuller:  “In  process  of  time  Christianity  seconded  the  humane 
workings  of  this  system,  [that  is,  a  system  for  the  protection  of 
the  slaves — done  in  the  second  century,  and  doubtless  prompted 
in  the  first  place  by  Christianity,]  and  infused  its  mild  and 
benevolent  spirit  into  the  institution,  [that  is,  of  sla  very,  as  I  infer 
from  his  book,]  making  it  quite  a  different  thing.”  As  when  you 
put  an  alkali  into  an  acid,  it  makes  it  quite  a  different  thing — 
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that  is,  it  destroys  it.  Says  Dr.  J unkin :  “  Manumission  was  often 
practiced  in  the  Roman  and  Grecian  world.  Paul  advises  the 
servant,  if  the  master  offer  to  manumit  him,  to  accept  his  freedom 
with  gratitude — ‘use  it  rather.’  1  Cor.  vii.  21.  When  grace 
touched  the  master’s  heart,  and  especially  if  his  conversion,  as 
doubtless  was  often  the  case,  was  brought  about  by  the  patient 
and  quiet  obedience  and  manifest  improvement  of  his  converted 
slaves,  it  cannot  be  doubted  he  often  freed  his  servants.” 
“  When  the  grace  of  God,," — yes,  when  the  Spirit  of  God  pressed 
the  soul  with  the  obligations  of  the  gospel,  and  filled  the  heart 
with  the  true  foundation  principles  or  precepts  of  the  gospel, 
love  to  God  and  love  to  man,  (Matt.  xxii.  37-40,)  “then  the 
master  freed  his  servants.”  Would  to  God  this  gospel  were 
more  generally  preached !  Oh  that  ministers  and  people  would 
declare  the  ivhole  gospel,  and  not  keep  back  a  part  of  the  price — 
precious  price  ! — paid  by  Heaven  and  sealed  by  the  blood  of  Jesus. 
Then  would  come  to  pass  the  precept  and  saying  of  Christ :  “  Be 
not  ye  called  Rabbi  (master) :  for  one  is  your  Master,  even  Christ; 
and  all  ye  are  brethren.”  Such  a  gospel  was  and  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  opposed  to  all  slavery.  Thus  did  Christ  oppose 


CHAPTER  VII. 

DUI'IES  of  servants  and  masters  considered. 

In  the  preceding  chapter,  we  were  engaged  in  showing  that 
slavery,  built  as  it  is  upon  the  principle  that  one  innocent  man 
may  be  compelled  to  be  the  property  of  another — his  powers  of 
body  and  of  mind,  his  means  of  happiness,  consumed  for  the  in¬ 
terest,  and  controlled  for  the  benefit  of  the  master — is  directly 
opposed  and  forbidden  by  the  principles  of  that  gospel  which  re¬ 
quires  us  to  “  love  our  neighbor  as  ourselves,”  and  says  :  “What¬ 
soever  ye  would  that  others  should  do  to  you,  do  ye  even  so 
to  them.”  Now  let  it  be  remembered,  that  this  position  is 
admitted  by  almost  all.  The  critic,  the  theologian,  the  mechanic, 
the  scholar,  the  moralist,  the  statesman — almost  all,  with  one 
consent,  admit  that  slavery  is  wrong,  and  that  the  principles  of 
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the  gospel  are  opposed  to  it.  Dr.  J unkin  says:  “We  are  op¬ 
posed  to  slavery,  and  are  doing  as  much  in  our  respective  posi¬ 
tions  to  abate  its  evils  as  our  brethren  are.”  Pamp.,  p.  12.  Dr. 
Rice  says  the  first  enslavement  of  man  was  an  unrighteous  thing  : 
“  What  is  our  duty  to  a  class  unrighteously  enslaved  by  others  ?” 
Debate,  p.  81.  “Far  from  defending  the  African  slave-trade, 
we  abhor  and  denounce  it  as  piracy.  We,  therefore,  maintain  that 
American  slavery  ought  never  to  have  existed."  Debate,  p.  2G. 
Dr.  Fuller,  in  his  letters  to  Pres.  Wayland,  says:  “You  must 
already  have  perceived  that,  speaking  abstractly  of  slavery,  I  do 
not  consider  its  perpetuation  proper,  even  if  it  were  possible."  P. 
15 7.  The  Biblical  Repertory  says :  “The  consequence  of  acting 
on  the  principles  of  the  gospel,  of  following  the  example  and 
obeying  the  precepts  of  Christ,  would  be  the  gradual  elevation  of 
the  slaves,  in  intelligence,  virtue  and  wealth ;  the  peaceable  and 
speedy  extinction  of  slavery."  Vol.  viii.  p.  304.  Stuart  says : 
“  Paul  himself  gave  precepts  in  abundance,  which,  if  obeyed, 
would  bring  all  slavery  ere  long  to  an  end.”  Says  Scott,  in  his 
Commentary  :  “  The  principles  of  both  the  law  and  the  gospel, 
when  carried  out,  infallibly  abolish  slavery.” 

Says  Bar,nes  :  “No  candid  reader  of  the  New  Testament,  it  is 
believed,  can  doubt  that  the  principles  of  Christianity  are  opposed 
to  the  existence  of  slavery.”  Says  Clark :  “  In  heathen  countries 
slavery  was  in  some  sort  excusable ;  but  among  Christians  it  is 
an  enormity  and  a  crime,  for  which  perdition  has  scarcely  an  ad¬ 
equate  state  of  punishment.”  Wayland,  in  his  Moral  Science, 
says :  “  The  moral  precepts  of  the  Bible  are  diametrically  op¬ 
posed  to  slavery.”  Said  Jefferson,  in  view  of  slavery:  “I  trem¬ 
ble  for  my  country,  when  I  remember  that  God  is  just.”  Said 
Henry  Clay,  in  a  colonization  speech  in  1827,  (referring  to  those 
who  would  suppress  all  agitation  of  the  slavery  question :)  “  If 
they  would  suppress  all  tendencies  toward  liberty  and  ultimate 
emancipation,  they  must  blow  out  the  moral  lights  around  us, 
and  extinguish  the  greatest  torch  of  all  which  America  presents 
to  a  benighted  world,  pointing  their  way  to  their  rights,  their 
liberties,  and  their  happiness.  They  must  penetrate  the  human 
soul,  and  eradicate  the  light  of  reason  and  the  love  of  liberty. 
Then,  and  not  till  then,  when  universal  darkness  and  despair 
prevail,  can  you  perpetuate  slavery,  and  repress  all  sympathies, 
and  all  humane  and  benevolent  efforts  among  freemen,  in  behalf 
of  the  unhappy  portion  of  our  race  who  are  doomed  to  bondage.” 
Here  is  one  general  consent  that  slavery  is  wrong,  and  as  such 
the  principles  of  the  gospel  are  against  it.  Go  throughout  soci- 
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ety,  and  in  our  every-day  intercourse  with  men,  the  admission  is 
the  same. 

Now,  this  is  enough.  For,  if  the  principles  of  the  gospel  are 
opposed  to  slavery ,  then  the  practice  of  the  gospel  must  he  op¬ 
posed  to  slavery.  Hence,  when  the  apostles  go  out  into  practi¬ 
cal  life,  teaching  by  inspiration  of  Jesus,  we  are  not  to  expect  to 
find  them  giving  any  specific  precepts ,  in  violation  of  the  plain 
principles  of  the  gospel  they  preach. 

This  brings  us  to  notice  the  second  argument  for  slavery,  as 
drawn  from  the  N ew  Testament.  It  is  this  :  “  The  reciprocal 
duties  enjoined  upon  masters  and  servants  are  such  as  recognize 
slavery  not  to  be  sinful,  but  a  lawful  relation.” 


DUTIES  OF  SERVANTS. 

Turn  to  the  texts  cited  at  the  beginning  of  the  New  Testa¬ 
ment  argument.  Let  us  notice,  first,  the  duties  enjoined  upon 
servants.  They  are  these :  patience ,  obedience ,  long-suffering , 
fidelity,  honesty,  and  reverence. 

These  duties  were  enjoined  upon  servants  in  general ;  whether 
they  were  minors,  persons  bound  for  a  season,  or  slaves.  To  say 
they  were  addressed  to  slaves  only,  is  to  leave  all  other  servants 
without  any  instruction.  To  say  they  were  addressed  to  minors, 
and  persons  bound  for  a  season,  is  to  leave  slaves  without  any 
instruction.  Also,  these  duties  are  obligatory  upon  all  persons 
under  government,  so  long  as  they  remain  members  of  that  gov¬ 
ernment.  But  it  was  necessary  that  the  apostles  should  address 
them  to  servants,  because  : 

1.  There  were  judaizing  teachers,  who,  looking  as  they  did 
upon  Gentiles  as  dogs  and  idolaters,  taught  that  obedience  to 
such  was  not  the  duty  of  any  person,  whether  a  servant  or  not ; 
and  especially,  that  it  was  not  the  duty  of  Christians,  having 
now  become  the  servants  of  Christ.  The  apostles’  instructions 
were  necessary  to  correct  this  error. 

2.  The  duties  enjoined  were  such  as  Christianity,  from  its 
very  nature,  must  enjoin,  though  slavery  be  wrong.  These  vir¬ 
tues  are  Christian  virtues,  essential  to  the  perfection  of  Christian 
character.  The  opposite  vices,  hatred  to  masters,  dishonesty, 
fretfulness,  insubordination,  and  pride,  would  have  been  wrong 
in  these  Christian  servants,  even  though  their  masters  were 
wrong,  and  the  aggressors.  Further,  servants  were  especially 
liable  not  to  exercise  these  virtues.  They  were  generally  igno- 
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rant,  and  as  such,  were  liable  to  be  governed  by  passion,  and  not 
by  reason  or  principle.  They  were  generally  poor  ;  hence,  temp¬ 
tations  to  unfaithfulness  great.  They  were  under  the  command 
of  others,  who,  having  a  little  authority,  are  very  apt  to  abuse  it, 
and  become  whimsical  and  tyrannical.  Even  if  they  do  not, 
servants,  not  seeing  as  they  do,  are  liable,  under  these  circum¬ 
stances,  to  hate  their  masters,  be  fretful  and  insubordinate.  This 
would  be  wrong.'  Their  very  condition  in  life,  then,  made  these 
injunctions  of  the  apostle  necessary,  though  the  power  exercised 
over  them  may  have  been  wrong. 

Again,  individual  retaliation  and  insubordination  are  wrong, 
because  of  their  effect  upon  the  individual  and  society.  In  the 
very  attempt  to  get  what  he  supposed  to  be  right,  he  would  lose 
it  in  the  midst  of  anarchy  and  bloodshed.  Hence,  so  long  as 
an  individual  remains  a  member  of  that  society,  he  must  leave 
the  adjudication  of  his  wrongs  to  society.  Also,  by  this  course, 
God  would  be  glorified,  and  the  gospel  of  his  Son  Jesus  honored. 
Hence,  under  all  these  circumstances,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
servant  to  exercise  the  virtues  essential  to  his  own  spiritual  wel¬ 
fare,  the  peace  of  society,  and  the  glory  of  God,  though  he  might 
be  unlawfully  oppressed  by  his  master.  He  must  do  that  which 
is  right,  exercise  Christian  virtues  and  acts,  though  his  master  is 
doing  wrong.  This  position  is  abundantly  illustrated  in  the 
Scriptures.  In  Matt.  v.  44,  we  are  taught  that  though  “our 
enemy  hate  us,  despitefully  use  us,  and  persecute  us,  yet  we  are 
to  love  him,  do  good  unto  him ,  and  pray  for  him.”  The  injunc 
tion  to  this  obedience,  and  the  exercise  on  our  part  of  those 
Christian  virtues ,  do  not  for  a  moment  justify  the  course  of  our 
enemy.  Again  :  we  have  specific  teaching  concerning  this  prin¬ 
ciple,  in  the  case  of  a  servant,  in  1  Peter,  ii.  1 9,  20,  where  the 
servant  is  commanded,  from  “  conscience  toward  God,”  to  be 
“  obedient ;  and  though  he  may  do  well,  and  suffer  for  it,  yet  he 
is  to  take  it  patiently,  and  endure  grief,*  suffering  wrongfully.” 
He  is  not  to  be  filled  with  hatred,  and  thereby  become  in  heart 
“a  murderer,”  (1  John,  iii.  15,)  but  to  exercise  Christian  feel¬ 
ings,  and  pray  for  those  despitefully  using  him.  But  does  the 
injunction  to  the  exercise  of  these  Christian  virtues  justify  the 
course  of  the  oppressor?  for  it  is  here  declared  that  he  '•'•suffers 
wrongfully .”  Certainly  not.  Take  another  example,  Matt.  v. 
39:  “Whosoever  shall  smite  thee  on  the  right  cheek,  turn  to 
him  the  other  also;”  that  is,  “Ye  shall  not  resist  evil.”  The 
Jews  had  arrogated  to  themselves  the  prerogative  of  adjudicating, 
or  avenging  their  own  wrongs — taking  eye  for  eye,  and  tooth 
8* 
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for  tooth — a  right  belonging  to  God,  but  delegated  to  judges ,  or 
society.  Compare  Deut.  xix.  16-21,  with  Lev.  xxiv.  16-19. 
Individual  retaliation  or  revenge  was  wrong  ;  and  injuries  of  the 
character  specified,  not  involving  life  or  conscience ,  were  to  be 
left  to  society  to  adjudicate.  But  does  this  injunction  to  obedi¬ 
ence  and  patience  justify  the  wrong  smiting?  Certainly  not. 
Again,  the  apostles  enjoined  upon  Christians  that  under  perse¬ 
cution  they  should  be  submissive,  patient,  and  forgiving;  “re¬ 
turning  good  for  evil.”  But  does  this  injunction  to  labor  for  the 
good  of  their  enemies,  and  to  be  submissive,  patient,  and  forgiv¬ 
ing  under  injuries,  prove  that  these  fellow,  free  Christians,  and 
the  apostles,  were  the  property  of  their  enemies,  or  especially 
that  the  apostle  intended  thereby  to  recognize  the  practice  of 
the  persecutors  as  right?  Assuredly  not.  This  is  clear,  and 
very  much  to  the  point.  Then  Christianity  may  enjoin  upon  us 
the  exercise  of  the  Christian  virtues,  obedience,  patience,  and 
long  suffering,  though  individuals  and  governments  may  be  op¬ 
pressive  and  wrong,  yea,  sinful  in  their  practice. 

Further,  these  injunctions  are  not  without  limitation. 

(1.)  They  do  not  require  that  we  shall  do  immoralities.  The 
obedience  enjoined  upon  servants  is  “  in  the  Lord “  doing  ser¬ 
vice  not  unto  men,  but  as  unto  the  Lord.”  When  Nebuchad¬ 
nezzar  said  to  the  three  Hebrew  children,  “  Bow  down  and  wor¬ 
ship  the  image,”  they  felt  that  they  must  obey  God,  and  not 
man.  When  the  government  said  to  Daniel  that  he  must  not 
pray  to  his  God,  he  believed  it  was  his  duty  not  to  obey ;  and 
prayed  as  formerly,  with  “  open  windows.”  When  the  Sanhe¬ 
drim  said  to  the  apostles,  that  they  must  no  more  preach  in  the 
name  of  Jesus,  they  replied,  “  We  ought  to  obey  God  rather  than 
men.”  The  principle  taught  is,  that  there  are  commands,  both 
of  individuals  and  governments,  which  it  is  not  our  duty  to  obey. 
Conscience,  religious  liberties,  may  never  be  invaded. 

(2.)  The  duties  enjoined  do  not  imply  that  a  man  is  always 
to  stay  under  a  government  thus  oppressive.  Otherwise,  the 
children  of  Israel  should  never  have  left  Egypt.  Otherwise, 
our  Pilgrim  Fathers  should  have  remained  under  oppression  in 
Old  England,  and  never  have  landed  on  Plymouth  Rock.  Oth¬ 
erwise,  the  early  settlers  of  Kentucky,  who  were  seized  by  the 
Indians,  carried  into  bondage,  and  held  there  as  property,  should 
never  have  left  those  who  held  them,  but  have  remained  under 
an  oppressive  government.  Every  man  sees  clearly  the  force  of 
these  cases ;  and  if  he  were  thus  oppressed,  he  would  know  in  a 
moment  how  to  interpret  these  commands.  Then,  while  the 
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Scriptures  lay  down,  as  a  general  rule,  that  “  every  mau  abide 
in  the  same  calling  wherein  he  is  called,”  yet  Paul  himself  makes 
an  exception,  and  says  to  the  servant,  “  if  thou  mayest  be  made 
free,  use  it  rather  or,  co.P  sc  xac  Swaaac  s7.sv9spof  ytvsaOac,  ixaTXov 
xpqoai,  “  but  if  thou  art  able  to  become  free,  use  it  rather.”  It 
is  clear  that  a  man  is  not  to  stay,  in  all  cases ,  in  the  same  call¬ 
ing  or  business  in  which  he  is  called  to  be  a  Christian.  John 
Newton  did  not  consider  that  this  injunction  required  him  to 
continue  to  be  a  kidnapper.  A  man  may  be  called  to  be  a 
Christian,  beinor  a  dram-seller.  Is  he  to  remain  in  this  calling  l 
A  man  who  is  a  farmer  or  mechanic,  may  believe  he  can  serve 
God  better  in  the  ministry.  Must  he,  in  literal  obedience  to 
this  injunction,  remain  a  farmer  or  mechanic?  A  man  who  is 
a  merchant,  believes  he  can  serve  God  better  by  going  to  Eng¬ 
land,  or  India.  Must  he  obey  this  injunction  literally — stay 
here  as  a  merchant,  or  go  there  as  a  missionary  ?  Every  man 
says  it  is  his  duty  to  go  where  he  can  serve  God  the  best. 
These  commands,  then,  are  never  to  be  so  construed  as  to  pre¬ 
vent  a  man  from  peacefully  withdrawing  to  a  place  or  profes¬ 
sion  where  he  can  serve  God  better.  No  claims  of  man  or  so¬ 
ciety  may  contravene  those  of  God  or  of  conscience.  And  one 
command  or  duty  must  not  be  made  to  destroy  another. 

(3.)  All  this  will  appear  still  more  clear  when  we  remember 
that  the  duties  required  by  the  apostle  are  not  urged  on  the 
ground  of  the  master's  claim  of  property  in  the  servant ,  but 
upon  the  ground  of  duty  to  God :  “  doing  service  as  to  the  Lord, 
and  not  to  men “  for  conscience  toward  God ;”  “  that  they 
may  adorn  the  doctrine  of  God  our  Saviour  in  all  things.” 

“  Servants,  be  subject  to  your  masters  with  all  fear ;  not  only 
to  the  good  and  gentle,  but  also  to  the  fro  ward.  For  this  is 
thankworthy,  if  a  man  for  conscience  toward  God  endure  grief, 
suffering  wrongfully.  For  what  glory  is  it,  if  when  ye  are  buf¬ 
feted  for  your  faults,  ye  shall  take  it  patiently  ?  but  if  wThen  ye  do 
well,  and  suffer  for  it,  ye  take  it  patiently,  this  is  acceptable  with 
God.”  Here  servants  are  admonished  to  be  subject  to  their 
masters  with  all  fear.  But  this  fear,  as  Brisbane  has  properly 
suggested,  was  not  of  the  master,  but  of  God.  In  those  things 
enjoined  upon  them  to  perform,  they  were  to  be  w-atchful,  and  not 
do  any  immorality ;  they  wTere  to  be  careful,  in  all  that  they  did, 
to  do  it  with  an  eye  to  the  glory  of  God.  They  were  not  only 
to  be  thus  watchful  over  their  actions  in  laboring  for  good  men, 
but  especially  they  would  need  to  be  thus  watchful  how  they  per¬ 
formed  the  things  required  by  the  froward  masters,  who  would 
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often  not  regard  religious  duties ;  and  as  the  servant  was  liable 
to  be  punished  by  such  masters,  if  he  persisted  in  trying  to  do 
that  which  would  be  pleasing  to  God,  there  would  be  a  strong 
temptation  to  do  whatever  was  commanded  by  fro  ward  masters, 
rather  than  be  subject  to  punishment.  This  view  is  greatly 
strengthened  by  the  fact  that  it  harmonizes  with  the  succeeding 
words  :  “  If  when  ye  do  well  and  suffer  for  it,  [that  is,  are  chas¬ 
tised  for  doing  your  religious  duties,]  ye  take  it  patiently,  this  is 
acceptable  to  God.”  Now  for  me  to  sit  tamely  by,  and  suffer  a 
band  of  robbers  to  take  my  property,  or  maltreat  my  person  and 
my  wife  and  children — violate  my  natural  rights — I  do  not  sup¬ 
pose  this  could  be  said  to  be  “  acceptable  to  God.”  But  if  I  am 
a  member  of  a  government,  formed  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
natural  rights,  and  where  my  rights  are  generally  protected,  yet 
if  that  government  should  require  me  to  do  an  immorality,  or 
an  impious  thing,  and  I  should  be  watchful  over  all  my  acts,  and 
be  careful  not  to  do  any  thing  which  would  be  displeasing  to 
God  ;  or  was  diligent  in  doing  those  things  which  I  supposed  to 
be  pleasing  to  God,  and  a  “  froward”  master  or  Christless  gov¬ 
ernment  should  chastise  or  punish  me  for  so  doing,  for  “  doing 
well,”  and  I  should  take  it  patiently,  this  would  be  “  acceptable 
to  God.”  So  it  was  with  Daniel  and  the  three  Hebrew  chil¬ 
dren.  The  above  view  is  strengthened  by  the  fact  that  the 
apostle,  in  giving  like  instructions  to  servants  at  Ephesus,  (Eph. 
vi.  59,)  said  in  immediate  connection  :  “And  ye  masters,  do  the 
same  things  unto  them,  forbearing  threatening  ;  knowing  that 
your  Master  also  is  in  heaven :  neither  is  there  respect  of  per¬ 
sons  with  him.”  Here  the  masters  were  to  do  the  same  things, 
act  “  with  fear  and  trembling  ”  in  the  instruction  or  management 
of  their  servants,  lest  they  do  things  displeasing  to  God — lest  they 
should  be  unjust  in  their  exactions,  or  be  tempted  to  impatience, 
instead  of  “  long  suffering.”  Such  instructions  of  the  apostle,  of 
duty  toward  God,  certainly  do  not  in  any  way  imply  the  right 
of  property  in  the  servant,  even  if  the  servants  addressed  were 
slaves.  If,  then,  a  servant,  in  the  language  of  the  apostle,  is 
able  to  become  free,  let  him  “  use  it  rather.”  If  not,  let  him  be 
patient,  peaceful,  obedient,  long-suffering,  even  though  he  “  suffer 
wrongfully .”  And  yet,  the  injunction  to  the  exercise  of  these 
Christian  virtues  does  not  for  a  moment  sanction  the  course  of 
his  oppressor,  or  his  enslavement.  He  may  be  required  to  bear 
it  with  patience ;  just  as  the  individual  smitten  on  the  right 
cheek  must  not  resist,  but  bear  it  patiently. 

(4.)  If  the  fact  that  servants  are  commanded  to  bo  “  subject 
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to  their  masters,”  proves  that  masters  had  a  right  to  hold  their 
servants  as  slaves,  then  the  fact  that  Christians  were  commanded 
to  be  subject  to  the  ‘•higher  powers,”  (Rom.  xiii.  1,)  proves  that 
the  requirements  of  Nero  and  bloody  Mary  were  right,  and  Chris¬ 
tians  were  to  submit  to  them  as  being  right.  No  one,  we 
presume,  will  claim  this.  Then  you  may  not  the  former.  Obe¬ 
dience  in  the  Lord  to  civil  government  is  right,  but  tyranny — 
despotism — always  was  wrong,  whether  in  a  Nero  or  in  a  slave¬ 
holder  ;  and  every  man  knows  that  slavery  is  tyranny  and  des¬ 
potism  of  the  most  absolute  form. 

(5.)  If  the  servants  addressed  were  slaves,  as  pro-slavery  men 
claim,  and  if  the  fact  that  they  are  commanded  to  be  obedient, 
(in  the  Lord,  doing  service  as  to  the  Lord,)  proves  that  slavery 
is  right,  then  it  proves  that  the  slavery  of  that  age  was  right,  in 
which  the  master,  by  law,  had  the  power  of  life  and  death  over 
his  slaves.  Food  and  clothing  depended  upon  the  will  of  the 
master.  The  old  and  infirm  were  frequently  turned  oiit  to  die 
when  they  became  burdensome.  Even  Cato  adopted  this  cus¬ 
tom.  Obedience  was  enforced  by  severe  discipline.  The  rod, 
the  whip,  thongs,  scourges  loaded  with  lead,  chain-scourges,  the 
equaleus,  lyre  strings,  the  ungula  and  forceps,  the  rack,  throwing 
from  the  Capitoline  rock,  mutilation,  crucifixion,  burning  alive, 
were  the  instruments  and  modes  of  punishment  employed. 
Vedius  Pollio  fed  his  fish  with  “  the  flesh  of  his  slaves.”  But 
do  you  say  the  apostle  prohibited  these  abuses,  these  cruelties, 
but  allowed  the  relation  of  master  and  slave  to  exist?  We 
demand  the  proof.  Where  is  the  prohibition  of  these  cruelties  ? 
There  is  no  more  prohibition  of  these  cruelties  than  there  is  of 
the  relation  itself.  Do  you  say  the  apostle  commanded  masters 
to  give  to  their  servants  that  which  was  just  and  equal  ?  We 
answer,  this  as  much  required  them  to  give  the  slave  entire 
liberty  as  it  did  that  they  should  give  proper  food,  clothing,  and 
compensation  for  labor ;  for  liberty  is  as  much  a  natural  right  as 
any  of  these,  and  a  right  far  more  precious  to  all  men.  Then  if 
the  apostle  sanctioned  slavery  at  all,  he  sanctioned  the  cruel 
slavery  above  described — the  slavery  of  his  day.  Yet  even  Dr. 
Fuller  himself  tries  to  evade  this.  But  do  you  say  that  slavery, 
like  the  conjugal  and  parental  relations,  is  right,  but  the  cruelties 
or  abuses  allowed  by  the  Roman  law  were  wrong  ?  We  remark, 
this  too  is  an  assumption.  If  you  should  say  that  liberty ,  like 
the  conjugal  and  parental  relations,  was  right,  then  you  would 
speak  correctly ;  for  the  conjugal  and  parental  relations  are 
natural  relations,  and  are  therefore  right.  So  liberty  is  the  nat- 
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ural  relation  of  man,  and  therefore  right ;  and  even  Dr.  Rice 
says,  “  the  first  enslavement  of  man  was  an  unrighteous  thing.” 
Just  so  far  as  the  Roman  law  allowed  the  husband  and  parent 
to  violate  the  natural  relations,  (the  conjugal  and  parental,)  it 
allowed  that  which  was  wrong.  And  just  so  far  as  it  allowed 
any  of  its  citizens  to  violate  the  natural  relation  of  man,  liberty, 
it  did  that  which  was  and  is  wrong.*  So  then,  starvation, 
mangling,  and  murder,  are  not  alone  violations  of  nature,  but 
slavery — privation  of  liberty — is  also.  If  the  teaching  of  the 
apostle  is  to  be  understood  as  sanctioning  slavery,  it  not  only 
•sanctioned  that  which  was  cruel,  but  sanctioned  white  slavery ; 
that  is,  the  enslavement  of  those  who  were  as  white,  and  many 
of  them  whiter  than  their  masters.  This  every  man  can  see 
from  the  fact  that  the  slaves  of  the  Greeks  and  Romans  were 
•those  taken  as  captives  in  war.  The  nations  conquered  were 
Germans,  Franks,  Britons,  Jews,  Medes,  Persians,  Egyptians,  and 
Carthaginians.  Even  these  Carthaginians,  having  lived  in  the 


*  The  words  of  C.  M.  Clay,  in  his  reply  to  Dr.  Rice  on  the  above  points, 
are  so  pertinent  and  forcible  that  they  ought  to  be  read  by  every  one. 
Dr.  It.  says  :  The  question  is  not,  whether  the  laws  by  which  slavery  is 
regulated  are  just  or  not  ?  for,  by  that  rule,  the  conjugal  and  parental 
relations  are  in  themselves  sinful.”  Mr.  C.  replies:  “  Let’s  strip  him  again ! 
Now,  we  botli  agree  that  man  is,  by  nature,  free ,  and  therefore  freedom 
;is  not  sinful.  Again,  marriage  is  by  nature,  we  both  agree,  a  right  rela¬ 
tion,  independent  of  law,  and  of  course  not  sinful.  Now  the  law  takes 
thold  of  the  free  man  and  makes  him  a  slave,  which  Dr.  Rice  admits  ‘  to 
be  a  crime  of  the  first  magnitude.’  Where,  then,  is  the  crime  ?  In  the 
‘law,  of  course.  Repeal  the  law,  and  the  crime  ceases — the  injury  ceases! 
Now,  once  more,  the  parental  relation  and  the  marriage  relation  was  a 
rgood  and  pure  one ;  but  the  Roman  law  comes  in,  says  Dr.  R.,  and  gives 
:the  father  power  of  life  over  his  child,  and  the  husband  power  to  degrade 
and  tyrannize  over  the  wife.  Indeed  !  What  is  the  remedy  ?  Repeal  the 
laws  giving  the  improper  power,  and  the  conjugal  relation  and  the  pa¬ 
rental  relation  are  not  objectionable.  But,  now,  mark  the  culminating  point 
<of  the  sophistry !  Therefore,  marriage,  the  parental  relation,  guardian¬ 
ship,  and  slavery  are  not  in  themselves  sinful !  It  should  have  been 
stated  thus  :  Therefore,  the  marriage  and  the  parental  relation  and 
liberty  are  not  in  themselves  sinful.  For  just  so  far  as  the  law  touched 
liberty  at  all,  as  well  as  the  marriage  relation,  it  contaminated  it.  It  laid 
Its  foul  hand  upon  the  freeman,  and  degraded  him  into  a  slave ;  it  laid 
its  foul  hand  upon  the  husband,  and  changed  his  love  into  brutality  ;  it 
laid  its  foul  hand  upon  the  parent,  and  he  forgot  the  father  by  becoming 
■a  master.  We  say,  then,  with  Mr.  Blanchard,  the  laws  are  the  basis,  the 
bone  and  sinew,  the  flesh  and  blood  of  slavery ;  dissolve  them,  and  slavery 
falls.  Natural  right  is  untrammelled,  and  the  thrng  ‘  in  itself  is  not 
sinful,’  because  it  is  no  more" 
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north-eastern  part  of  Africa,  and  originally  a  colony  fromTyre, 
in  the  land  of  Canaan  in  Asia,  had  straight  hair,  as  we  learn 
from  history.  That  the  slavery  of  the  Greeks  and  Romans,  the 
slavery  with  which  the  apostle  mingled,  was  not  negro  slavery, 
is  manifest  from  the  fact  that  the  slaves  had  to  be  designated 
from  the  native  citizens  of  Rome  by  their  dress.  Hence,  Rome 
passed  laws  requiring  every  slave  to  wear  a  dress  peculiar  to 
slaves,  and  made  death  the  penalty  of  wearing  any  other  dress. 
Also,  intermarriages  among  slaves  and  native  Romans  were  fre¬ 
quent.  Also,  Virginia  was  claimed  as  a  slave,  though  repre¬ 
sented  as  a  young  lady  of  “exquisite  beauty,  with  a  modest 
g low  on  her  cheek, and  of  high  birth  in  Rome.  This  could  not 
have  been  done  had  their  slaves  been  black.  Also,  slave  women 
were  imposed  upon,  or  given  to  and  received  by,  the  Latins  as 
Roman  virgins  of  the  first  rank.  This  could  not  have  been  done 
had  their  slaves  been  black. 

These  facts,  together  with  hundreds  of  others,  and  the  well- 
known  fact  that  most  of  the  nations  conquered  and  enslaved 
were  white,  proves  to  an  admitted  certainty  that  the  slaves  of 
the  Roman  government  were  white.  Then,  if  the  teaching  of 
the  apostle  is  to  be  so  construed  as  to  sanction  slavery,  it  sanc¬ 
tioned  the  enslavement  of  unoffending  white  persons — white 
persons  who  were  guilty  of  no  crime  but  that  of  trying  to  main¬ 
tain  their  own  liberty.  How,  who  claims  that  such  enslavement 
was  right,  or  sanctioned  by  the  apostle  ?  If  he  sanctioned  such, 
as  all  must  admit,  he  was  the  minister  of  sin — sanctioned  that 
which  was  wrong.  If  he  did  not  sanction  white  slavery,  he 
sanctioned  no  other  slavery. 

The  above  position  is  of  itself  sufficient  to  settle  the  whole 
slavery  question.  Reader,  you  can  bluff  off  any  man,  who  is  an 
apologist  for  slavery,  by  asking  him  if  white  slavery  is  right.  If 
he  says  it  is  not,  and  yet  has  taken  the  position  that  the  apostle 
sanctions  slavery,  he  thereby  condemns  the  apostle,  and  surely 
will  not  plead  the  authority  of  one  whom  he  admits  to  be  in 
error.  Then  the  injunction  to  patience,  obedience,  and  long- 
suffering,  does  not  for  a  moment  sanction  slavery.  Whilst,  then, 
the  servant  may  bear  with  patience  and  obedience  his  wrongs, 
he  and  his  friends,  and  friends  of  the  master,  with  kindness  and 
meekness  may  endeavor  to  show  the  master  his  duty,  and  entreat 
him  to  the  performance  of  it.  This  will  bring  us  to  notice  the 
duties  enjoined  upon  masters. 


96 


DUTIES  OF  MASTERS. 


DUTIES  OF  MASTERS. 

They  were  such  as,  in  conjunction  with  the  leading  doctrines 
of  Christianity,  made  it  the  manifest  duty  of  the  masters  to  free 
their  slaves,  if  slaves  they  had. 

Christianity  had  already  taught  the  world  that  “  God  had 
made  of  one  blood  all  nations  of  men,”  (Acts  xvii.  26 ;)  “  that 
of  a  truth  God  is  no  respecter  of  persons,”  (Acts  x.  34 ;)  “  that 
among  Christians  one  is  your  Master,  even  Christ,  and  all  te 
are  brethren,”  (Matt,  xxiii.  8 ;)  that  they  had  one  common 
Redeemer,  and,  if  Christians,  one  common  home,  heaven.  These 
principles  were  also  practically  carried  out  when,  (Acts  ii.  44,) 
“ All  that  believed  were  together,  and  had  all  things  common.” 
And  there  were  probably  among  the  number,  (Acts  ii.  9,  11,) 
“Parthians  and  Medes  and  Elamites,  and  the  dwellers  in  Meso¬ 
potamia,  and  in  Judea  and  Cappadocia,  in  Pontus  and  Asia, 
Phrygia  and  Pamphylia,  in  Egypt  and  in  the  parts  about 
Gyrene,  and  strangers  of  Rome,  Jews  and  proselytes,  Crete?  and 
Arabians .”  In  accordance  Svitli  these  principles,  the  apostle, 
after  having  enjoined  upon  servants  to  act  in  their  service  with 
conscience  towards  God— with  fidelity,  honesty,  and  with  long- 
suffering  to  their  masters — adds  :  “  And,  ye  masters,  do  the 
same  things  unto  them ,  forbearing  threatening,  knowing  that 
your  Master  also  is  in  heaven;  neither  is  there  respect  of  persons 
with  him.”  Ephesians  vi.  9.  And,  “  Masters,  give  unto  your 
servants  that  which  is  just  and  equal.”  Col.  iv.  1. 

How,  what  is  “just  and  equal  f  This  question  shall  not,  for 
the  present,  be  decided  either  by  anti-slavery  men  or  pro-slavery 
men,  but  by  the  civil  law  or  our  courts  of  justice.  What  do 
they  say  is  justice  to  white  servants  ?  for  Christianity  makes  no 
■distinction  on  the  ground  of  color ;  and  the  servants,  or  slaves, 
in  the  days  of  the  apostle,  did  not  generally  differ  from  their 
masters  in  color.*  Our  courts  of  justice  say  :  (1.)  The  servant 


*  The  Phrygians  taken  as  captives  in  war  by  Agessilius  were  sold  as 
slaves  though  white,  “  their  skins  being  soft  and  white.”  (See  Plutarch’s 
lives,  vol.  iii.,  p.  132.) 

Ckassus,  80  years  B.  C.,  invaded  Mesopotamia,  took  one  of  the  cities, 
and  sold  the  inhabitants  as  slaves.  (See  vol.  iii.,  p.  56.) 

The  Thebans,  citizens  of  Greece,  were  conquered  by  Alexander,  and 
though  of  the  same  nation  with  himself,  were  sold  as  slaves.  (Vol.  iii., 
P.  251.) 

Persians  were  sold  as  slaves  by  Cimon,  (Vol.  ii.,  p.  405.) 


DUTIES  or  MASTERS. 


97 


shall  have  kind  treatment,  with  plenty  of  good  food  and  clothing. 
(2.)  He  shall  have  that  amount  of  instruction  which  will  fit  him 
for  efficiency  and  usefulness  in  society.  (3.)  When  he  has  at¬ 
tained  the  age  of  a  freeman,  he  shall  then  go  free,  that  he  may 
engage  in  business  for  himself.  All  this  the  good  of  society  and 
glory  of  God  require.  This,  then,  is  what  our  courts  of  equity 
and  the  mass  of  mankind,  with  common  consent,  deem  just  and 
right.  Then,  the  apostle  may  be  considered  as  saying,  Masters, 
with  conscience  before  God,  acting  as  you  would  to  the  person 
of  Christ,  (Matt.  xxv.  40,  45,)  act  toward  your  servants  with 
fidelity,  patience,  long-suffering,  forbearing  even  to  make  unhappy 
their  condition  by  threatening,  or,  as  the  Greek  may  be  rendered, 
harshness  ;  and  when  they  are  “  of  age,”  give  them  their  liberty, 
with  a  compensation  for  their  toil, — what  you  would  others 
should  do  unto  you  were  you  a  servant,  or  what  you  wTould 
others  should  do  to  your  child  were  it  bound  out  to  service. 
This  is  “ justice  and  equality ”  in  the  eyes  of  Christianity.  All 
this  talk  about  food  and  clothing  being  “justice  and  equality”  to 
the  adult  slave  is  so  palpably  false  and  absurd,  that  I  wonder  that 
any  man,  laying  claim  to  integrity  before  God  and  man,  should 
utter  it.  If  the  free  white  laborer  can  justly  earn  more  than  his 
food  and  clothing,  then  the  slave,  wdio  labors  as  hard  or  harder, 
can  earn  more  than  food  and  clothing.  What  means  this  seventy- 
five  or  a  hundred  dollars  which  the  hirer  pays  to  the  master, 
besides  food,  clothing,  doctor’s  bill,  etc.,  for  a  year’s  labor  of  the 
slave,  but  that  his  labor  is  worth  that  much  more  than  food  and 
clothing  ?  Do  you  say  the  master  has  paid  some  hundreds  of 
dollars  for  him  ?  Then  we  answer :  If  the  master  did  not  pay  it 


Pompey  took  great  numbers  of  the  Jews  captive,  and  sold  them  as 
slaves  in  Rome.  (See  Introduction  of  Barnes’s  Comment  on  Romans.) 

Caccilius,  who  was  contemporaneous  with  Cicero,  and  who  proposed  to 
take  upon  himself  the  prosecution  of  V erres,  had  been  enslaved,  though 
a  reputed  Jew.  (See  Life  of  Cicero,  by  Plutarch,  vol.  iv.,  p.  100.) 

Some  of  the  Romans  themselves  were  taken  captive  by  Hannibal,  and 
sold  as  slaves.  (Vol.ii.,  p.  237.) 

Plato  was  once  a  slave,  sold  by  order  of  Dyonisius. 

fffsop  was  also  at  one  time  a  slave. 

There  was  so  little  distinction  in  the  color  and  beauty  of  the  slaves  of 
that  age  and  their  masters  and  families,  that  intermarriages  were  common. 
It  was  common  for  the  young  men  of  Athens  to  redeem  a  woman  from 
slavery  and  marry  her.  (See  Plutarch,  vol.  iv.,  p.  403.) 

These  facts  are  sufficient  to  show  that  no  difference  of  color  is  to  be 
regarded  in  settling  this  question.  What,  then,  we  repeat,  is  the  decision 
of  our  courts  of  justice  ? 
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to  the  servant,  who  rightfully  owns  himself,  then  he  paid  it  to 
the  wrong  owner ;  and  the  servant  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of 
his  liberty,  his  natural  rights,  and  a  fair  compensation  for  his  toil, 
because  of  the  bad  management  of  the  master.  It  is  clear,  then, 
that  justice  and  equality  to  the  servant  is  more  than  food  and 
-clothing. 

It  is  also  clear,  that  if  any  one  of  the  primitive  Christians  did 
hold  slaves,  they,  in  obedience  to  the  principles  taught  by  Christ, 
their  Saviour,  and  the  plain  precept  of  the  apostle,  could  not 
hold  them  as  slaves  without  sinning  against  God  and  man. 

Further,  in  1  Cor.  vii.  21,  the  apostle  says  to  servants,  “Art 
thou  called,  being  a  servant  ?  care  not  for  it that  is,  be  not  more 
anxious  about  your  condition  in  this  w7orld  than  your  spiritual 
condition.  The  expression  is  like  that  in  Matt.  vi.  34  :  “Take, 
therefore,  no  thought  for  the  morrow7.”  This  does  not  literally 
forbid  that  w'e  shall  make  any  provision  for  the  morrow,  but 
means  that  we  should  “  seek  first  the  kingdom  of  God be  not 
so  much  concerned  about  the  things  of  the  morrow  or  this  world 
as  our  souls.  So  in  the  present  case,  the  apostle  says  to  the 
servant,  Be  not  more  solicitous  about  your  personal  liberty  than 
the  salvation  of  your  soul.  You  can  be  a  Christian  if  you  are  a 
slave,  and  oppressed.  He  does  not  forbid  him  to  desire  liberty, 
for  he  immediately  adds  that  it  is  his  duty  to  use  it,  if  he  can : 
“If  thou  mayest  be  free,  use  it  rather.”  Now,  note  this:  The 
apostle  has  here  decided  that  liberty  is  a  better  state  for  the 
slave  than  bondage.  Then  let  no  man  ever  say,  against  Holy 
Writ,  slaves  are  as  well  off  as  if  they  wrere  free.  Now  comes  the 
point.  The  apostle  having  decided  that  freedom  is  a  better 
condition  than  bondage ,  every  master  who  would  obey  Christ  in 
loving  his  neighbor  as  himself  \  doing  unto  others  as  he  would 
others  should  do  unto  him ,  and  obeying  the  precept  of  the  apostle, 
“Masters,  give  unto  your  servants  that  w'hich  is  just  and  equal,” 
was  religiously  bound  to  give  liberty  to  his  slave,  if  he  had  one. 
If  the  servant  was  a  hireling,  the  master  should  give  him  a  fair 
compensation  for  his  toil.  What  was  then  true  is  true  now. 
Then  the  precepts  given  to  both  servants  and  masters  were  such 
as  gave  no  tolerance  to  slavery,  but,  in  the  language  of  Scott, 
they  wrere  such  as,  “  if  obeyed,  w'ould  infallibly  destroy  it.” 
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PRO-SLAVERY  ARGUMENTS  IN  THE  FORM  OF  OBJECTIONS. 

1.  It  is  objected,  if  Christianity  gives  no  tolerance  to  slavery, 
why  did  the  apostles  tolerate  slaveholders  in  their  communion  ? 
We  answer,  this  is  a  point  not  proved,  and  we  by  no  means  con¬ 
cede  it.  The  evidence  relied  upon  is  mere  verbal  criticism, 
which,  in  the  language  of  Dr.  Bishop,  “must  be  very  incon¬ 
clusive  reasoning  as  to  historic  matter  of  fact.”  The  texts  relied 
upon  in  support  of  the  objection  are,  Eph.  vi.  5-9 ;  1  Tim.  vi. 
1,  2  ;  and  the  Epistle  to  Philemon.  We  will  examine  the  texts 
in  the  above  order. 

Eph.  vi.  5-9  :  “  Servants,  be  obedient  to  them  that  are  your 
masters  according  to  the  flesh,  with  fear  and  trembling,  in  single¬ 
ness  of  your  heart,  as  unto  Christ;  not  with  eye-service  as  men- 
pleasers,  but  as  the  servants  of  Christ,  doing  the  will  of  God 
from  the  heart ;  with  good-will  doing  service  as  to  the  Lord,  and 
not  to  men :  knowing,  that  whatsoever  good  thing  any  man 
doeth,  the  same  shall  he  receive  of  the  Lord,  whether  he  be  bond 
or  free.  And,  ye  masters,  do  the  same  things  unto  them,  for¬ 
bearing  threatening ;  knowing  that  your  Master  also  is  in  heaven  ; 
neither  is  there  respect  of  persons  with  him.”  If  it  be 
claimed,  as  is  usual,  that  the  word  masters  (xvp  1015)  in  verse  5, 
means  slaveholders,  then,  on  the  same  authority,  in  verse  9,  the 
Christian’s  Master  (Kupio;)  means  slaveholder — i.  e.,  the  merciful 
God  holds  slaves — persons  in  involuntary  servitude.  Every  man 
must  know  that  this  is  not  true ;  and  by  consequence,  nothing 
can  be  inferred  from  this  text  in  favor  of  slavery  because  these 
servants  had  masters.  This  term,  as  we  have  shown,  is  often 
used  to  designate  householders,  employers,  guardians  or  teachers. 
The  word  servant,  (S0D.05,)  as  we  have  shown  also,  does  not  of 
necessity  mean  slave  ;  and  that  these  servants  were  not  held  as 
slaves  is  clear  from  the  fact  that  the  mas'ers  were  required  to 
act  towards  the  servants  as  the  servants  were  required  to  act 
towards  them :  “  Ye  masters,  do  the  same  things  to  them,” — 
act  with  fear  and  trembling  before  God,  fearing  least  ye  displease 
Him  by  doing  any  injustice  to  His  creatures,  remembering  that 
“  you  have  a  Master  in  heaven,”  who  will  “  mete  to  every  man 
as  he  measures  to  others,”  for  “  He  is  no  respecter  of  persons.” 
Here  was  the  master’s  example  and  rule.  But  if  he  should  hold 
his  child  in  what  is  called  the  ordinary  free  relations,  and  the 
child  of  another  person  as  a  slave,  would  not  that  master  be  a 
respecter  of  persons?  If  the  master  should  hold  one  man’s 
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child  as  a  bound  boy  until  twenty-one,  and  the  child  of  another  1  It! 
as  a  slave,  would  he  not  be  a  respecter  of  persons  ?  If  the 
master  should  give  to  one  servant,  as  a  hireling  and  contractor, 
that  which  was  just  and  equal — a  full  equivalent  for  his  labor — 
and  then  hold  another  servant,  because  he  had  on  his  side  the 
advantage  of  human  and  unjust  law,  a  slave — held  to  involun¬ 
tary  and  unrequited  toil — would  he  not  be  a  respecter  of  persons  \ 
No  man  then,  as  we  believe,  could  fully  obey  the  above  precept, 
and  hold  another  as  a  slave.  This  text,  instead  of  sanctioning 
slavery,  we  consider  a  powerful  one  against  slavery.  We  do  not 
believe  that  a  primitive  Christian  master,  with  this  precept  be¬ 
fore  him,  would  any* more  dare  hold  a  fellow-being  as  a  slave  ■ 
than  he  would  dare  steal  his  preacher’s  coat — the  only  coat  of  a 
beloved  Paul  or  Timothy.  Nor  do  I  believe  Christians  would 
dare  do  so  now  were  they  free  from  false  teachings — perversions 
of  the  Bible  by  man. 

The  next  text  in  order  is,  1  Tim.  vi.  1,  2  :  “Let  as  many  ser¬ 
vants  as  are  under  the  yoke  count  their  own  masters  worthy  of 
all  honor,  that  the  name  of  God  and  his  doctrine  be  not  blas¬ 
phemed.  And  they  that  have  believing  masters,  let  them  not 
despise  them,  because  they  are  brethren ;  but  rather  do  them  ser¬ 
vice,  because  they  are  faithful  and  beloved  partakers  of  the  benefit.” 

These  verses  are  regarded  as  the  strongest  justification  for 
slavery,  both  as  requiring  honor  to  be  given  to  slaveholders, 
whatever  their  character,  and  in  recognizing  them  as  believers  in 
Christ,  and  enjoining  obedience  and  respect  to  them  on  account 
of  their  being  Christians. 

We  reply  to  these  positions  by  saying, 

1st.  That  this  language  was  equally  appropriate,  to  say  the 
least,  to  apprentices  bound  to  service,  the  figure  of  the  yoke  be¬ 
ing  applied  in  all  other  places  in  the  Bible  to  signify  a  voluntary 
service,  and  therefore  it  is  not  certain  that  slaves  are  here  desig¬ 
nated. 

2d.  That  if  we  admit  that  slaves  are  addressed  in  the  first  of 
these  verses,  and  they  are  commanded  to  honor  slaveholders,  the 
reason  given  for  rendering  honor  to  them  is  far  from  being  such 
as  implies  any  light  on  their  part  to  demand  it.  Mark  the 
words,  “  that  the  name  of  God  and  his  doctrine  be  not  blas¬ 
phemed.”  A  very  different  thing  from  saying,  because  they  de¬ 
serve  it,  or  because  it  is  their  right.  A  thousand  things  may  be 
required  of  me,  to  be  done  to  men  for  Christ’s  sake,  which  for 
them  to  require  is  the  grossest  injustice.  Witness  the  commands 
of  our  Saviour,  Matt.  v.  39-41 :  “  But  I  say  unto  you,  that  ye 
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resist  not  evil :  but  whosoever  shall  smite  thee  on  thy  right 
cheek,  turn  to  him  the  other  also.  And  if  any  man  will  sue 
:  thee  at  the  law,  and  take  away  thy  coat,  let  him  have  thy  cloak 
also.  And  whosoever  shall  compel  thee  to  go  a  mile,  go  with 
him  twain.”  Do  these  commands  justify  the  smiting  and  ex¬ 
tortion  spoken  of?  By  no  means.  No  more  does  this  verse 
justify  the  claims  of  slaveholders,  even  on  the  supposition  that 
they  are  here  meant.  No  doubt  much  blasphemy  would  have 
been  occasioned  among  oppressors,  had  Christian  servants  re¬ 
fused  to  honor  their  master’s,  and  no  real  good  would  have  re¬ 
sulted.  It  was  no  doubt  wise,  and  therefore  duty,  in  such  cir¬ 
cumstances,  to  submit  to  the  powers  that  w7ere  over  them,  “  not 
only  for  wrath,  but  also  for  conscience’  sake.”  But  how  poor  a 
sanction  is  this  for  slavery  !  Will  any  man  ever  plead  it  at  the 
bar  of  his  Maker  ? 

It  has  been  translated  variously,  but  the  version  given  by  Dr. 
Robinson  is  undoubtedly  correct.  The  Greek  word  (eutpyrnaf) 
has  an  active  sense,  meaning  “  benefiting.”  The  import  of  the 
phrase  is,  “  partakers  in  promoting  the  cause  of  Christ.”  A  very 
-  good  reason  certainly  why  they  should  not  be  despised  by  those 
i  laboring  for  a  common  object.  No  doubt  these  masters — “believ- 
1  ing  masters,”  (rftsrovj  Sect* ora;,)  not  merely  professors  of  religion — 

[  obeyed  the  command  of  Christ,  “  Be  ye  not  called  Rabbi,  for 
!  one  is  your  Master,  even  Christ,  and  all  ye  are  brethren,”  and 
counted  it  the  highest  honor  to  be  the  servant  (<5ori.oj)  of  all. 
They  would  have  followed  Christ’s  example  and  precept  by 
washing  their  servants’  feet  even.  Their  money  was  regarded  at 
one  time,  and  perhaps  for  a  long  period,  as  common  stock. 

These  masters  were  not  monopolizers,  but  sharers  with  the  ser¬ 
vants  in  the  benefit  of  the  service — treating  them  according  to 
the  ordinary  free  relations  of  life ;  and  thus  doing  to  others  as 
they  would  others  should  do  to  them  ;  and  obeying  the  apostle 
when  he  said,  “  Masters,  give  unto  your  servants  that  which  is 
just  and  equal.”  No  other  course,  as  we  have  seen,  would  be 
just  and  equal.*  But  does  the  objector  say,  “  Servants  treated 
thus  would  not  be  under  any  temptation  to  despise  their  masters : 


*  That  these  servants,  though  not  slaves,  might  be  tempted  to  despise 
their  masters,  is  manifest  when  we  consider  that  these  servants  may  have 
been  bound  persons,  and  from  the  fact  that  there  were  judaizing  teachers, 
who  taught  that  those  who  were  Christians  should  be  in  obedience  to  no 
man,  especially  to  a  master,  who  was  not  a  Jew.  From  such  teaching 
they  might  be  tempted  to  despise  even  those  who  did  not  hold  them  as 
slaves. 
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there  would  be  no  necessity  for  such  an  injunction  to  freemen ; 
and  therefore  the  servants  addressed  must  have  been  slaves  ”  ? 
We  remark,  (1.)  Your  objection  necessarily  presupposes  that  there 
is  something  in  slavery  which  would  naturally  provoke  a  man 
to  despise  his  oppressor.  But  if  it  were  a  natural  and  righteous 
or  lawful  relation,  then  there  would  be  nothing  in  it  to  provoke 
a  man  to  despise  his  enslaver,  more  than  in  a  state  of  freedom. 
But  your  objection  necessarily  presupposes  that  there  is.  Being 
therefore  wrong,  you  are  bound,  at  the  peril  of  your  soul,  to  quit 
it  immediately  ;  for  the  apostle  says,  “  It  is  good  neither  to  eat 
flesh,  nor  to  drink  wine,  nor  any  thing  whereby  thy  brother 
stumbleth,  or  is  offended,  or  is  made  weak.”  “  For  when  ye 
sin  so  against  the  brethren,  and  wound  their  weak  conscience, 
ye  sin  against  Christ.”  Rom.  xiv.  21 ;  1  Cor.  viii.  12. 

But,  (2.)  Whilst  freedom  does  not,  like  slavery,  occasion  hatred, 
yet  it  is  possible  for  persons  in  the  ordinary  free  relations  of  life 
to  despise  even  those  who  are  their  benefactors.  Hagar,  (who 
could  religiously  and  devoutly  cry,  “  Thou,  God,  seest  me,”)  so 
soon  as  she  was  raised  to  the  condition  of  a  wife  or  concubine, 
despised  her  mistress.  This  promotion,  too,  was  done  by  the 
suggestion  or  importunity  of  Sarah.  Yet  Hagar  was  tempted  to 
despise  her  benefactress.  We  all  know  instances  of  men  who 
have  been  raised  suddenly  from  the  condition  of  poor  apprentices 
to  rich  freemen,  whose  vain  hearts,  elated  with  promotion,  passed 
scornfully  the  friend  who  taught  their  hand  the  sk  11  by  which 
their  wealth  and  promotion  were  secured.  These  are  facts,  against 
theory.  Then  those  treated  as  freemen  might  be  tempted  to 
despise  their  benefactors,  especially  if  their  present  masters  or 
employers  had  once  been  their  enslavers.  For  this,  they  might 
yet  be  tempted  to  despise  them.* 

If  persons  shall  yet  honestly  insist  that  the  fair  inference  from 
the  language  of  the  apostle  is,  that  the  servants  to  Christian 
masters  weie  servants  under  the  yoke — were  slaves — we  reply  : 
If  they  were  regarded  as  slaves  by  the  civil  law,  and  still  in  the 
service  of  their  former  masters,  it  does  not  follow  that  Christian 
masters  held  them  as  slaves.  The  persons  freed  by  Christians 
would  remain  with  their  masters  ;  for  the  Roman  law  made  it 
difficult,  and  often  impossible,  that  the  slave  should  be  regarded 
by  the  civil  law  as  a  freeman.  See  Gibbon’s  Rome,  vol.  1,  ch. 
2,  and  Biblical  Repository,  vol.  6,  pp.  411-36.  In  this  respect 


*  And  there  was  not  found  injustice  enough  in  the  community  to  en¬ 
force  the  law  and  make  the  servants  of  those  Quakers  again  slaves. 
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, 

i  some  of  the  servants  of  Christians  might  be  “under  the  yoke” — 
the  restriction  of  the  Roman  law — yet  not  held  thus,  so  far  as 
the  claim  of  the  Christian  master  was  concerned ;  just  as  the 
slaves  emancipated  in  South  Carolina  by  the  Quakers,  though 
held  in  the  eye  of  the  civil  law  as  property — as  staves,  were  not 
so  held  or  regarded  by  their  former  owners.*  In  the  case  of  the 
primitive  Christians,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Quakers,  the  law  of 
Christ  forbade  the  existence  or  practice  of  slavery.  And  the 
Christian  servant  was  not  to  despise  or  feel  revengeful  towards 
his  master,  because  he  had  once  been  enslaved  by  that  master. 
This  would  be  wrong,  and  injurious  to  the  spiritual  welfare  of 
the  servant.  There  was,  then,  propriety  in  the  injunction  of  the 
apostle,  though  the  servant  was  not  held  as  a  slave  by  the  Chris¬ 
tian  master.  And  if  the  law  of  the  land  gave  them  uninter¬ 
rupted  privilege  to  go  from  under  the  care  of  these  Christian 
masters,  still  being,  as  we  have  shown,  mutual  partakers  of  the 
benefit — the  products  of  their  labor — it  was  best  for  these  ser¬ 
vants  to  stay  with  such  masters.  As  persecuted  and  despised 
masters  for  their  profession  of  Christianity,  it  would  be  difficult 
often  for  them  to  get  help ;  and  Christian  servants  ought  to  feel 
an  obligation  to  labor  for  such  masters.  The  above  distinction 
between  the  claim  of  civil  law  and  the  law  of  Christ’s  house — “  the 
higher  law” — is  very  important.  If  the  former  forced  upon  the 
Christian  the  legal  relation,  the  latter  forbade  the  exercise  of  the 
rights  of  a  slaveholder. 

Pro-slavery  men  fall  into  a  great  mistake  by  interpreting  the 
words  master  and  servant,  as  used  by  the  apostle  in  addressing 
Christians,  by  our  own  slave  laws,  or  by  the  slave  laws  of 
Greece  and  Rome.  They  infer  that  because  the  apostles  use  the 
words  master  and  servant  (5e anotTjs  and  Sovxoj)  when  addressing 
little  groups  of  Christians,  governed  by  the  law  of  Christ,  that 
they  meant  by  these  terms  property-holders  of  men,  and  men 
held  as  property — slaves ;  because  this  was  the  import  of  the 
terms  in  the  Roman  law.  As  well  might  they  infer  that  when 
the  apostle  spoke  of  the  wife  and  child  (y wrj  and  tcxvav)  of  a 
Christian,  that  the  husband  and  father  held  that  wife  and  child 


*  And  if  these  servants  were  held  by  Christians  under  the  yoke,  this 
fact  would  be  no  evidence  that  these  Christians  were  doing  right;  for 
God  has  said  by  the  mouth  of  his  prophet,  “  break  every  yoke  and  let 
the  oppressed  go  free.”  That  slavery  always  was  oppression  every  body 
knows.  And  if  Christians  were  practicing  it,  they  were  doing  wrong. 
But  we  do  not  believe  they  did  practice  it. 
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as  slaves,  exercising  over  them  the  power  of  life  and  death,  be¬ 
cause  the  Roman  civil  law  allowed  him  the  power  to  do  so ; 
and  so  far  as  the  record  goes,  the  apostle  never  once  said  this  fis 
was  wrong — that  Christian  fathers  and  husbands  must  not  ex-  at 
excise  this  power.  The  words  of  Rev.  William  Hague,  in  his  review  O' 

of  Wayland  and  Fuller,  are  very  penitent :  “In  all  these  exhibi-  n 

tions  of  the  Scriptural  doctrine,  we  doubt  not  that  there  is  a  car-  f 
dinal  mistake ;  and  that  mistake  is  in  defining  the  relation  de¬ 
noted  by  the  words  “servant”  and  “master,”  fiovxoj  and  xvpio; 
or  btdTiotris  by  the  law  of  Rome  instead  of  “the  law  of  Christ.” 

In  the  community  of  Christians  this  latter  governed  all  relations. 

For  unto  whom  were  these  three  epistles  of  Paul  and  one  of 
Peter,  which  contain  the  passages  referred  to,  originally  ad¬ 
dressed  ?  To  the  world  at  large?  No.  To  the  subjects  of  the 
Roman  empire,  as  such  ?  No.  To  men,  as  men  and  citizens  ? 

No.  They  were  addressed  to  little  communities  of  Christians, 
voluntarily  united  as  churches,  as  those  who  were  “  called  to  be 
saints,”  “  the  faithful  brethren  in  Christ ;”  to  those  who  had 
“come  out  from  the  world;”  to  the  regenerated,  baptized,  and 
sworn  subjects  of  the  Messiah’s  kingdom ;  to  those  who  had  re¬ 
ceived,  as  their  first  lesson,  the  doctrine  that,  unless  they  could 
willingly  give  up  “  houses,  or  brethren,  or  sisters,  or  father,  or 
mother,  or  wife,  or  children,  or  lands,  [or  servants,]  for  their 
Lord’s  sake,  they  were  not  worthy  of  him.” 

Before  the  epistles  were  written,  all  these  persons  had  risen 
above  the  level  of  the  Roman  law  to  a  higher  moral  realm, 
wherein  Christ  swayed  the  sceptre  of  sovereignty  ;  unto  whom, 
looking  up,  they  could  say,  Avith  the  voice  of  a  common  adora¬ 
tion,  in  response  to  his  own  announcement  to  them  :  “  Thou 
only  art  our  Master,  and  all  we  are  brethren.”  Such  laAvs 
and  such  a  change  modified  at  once  all  the  then  existing  relations 
of  life — held  forth  to  their  vieAV  a  new  doctrine  of  right,  a  new 
standard  by  which  to  judge  of  all  the  duties  pertaining  to  the 
connections  in  which  they  stood. 

That  this  case  is  true  and  just,  xvill  appear  further,  if  we  con¬ 
sider  how  greatly  a  knowledge  of  the  law  of  Christ  modified  a 
Christian’s  sense  of  duty  touching  the  other  permanent  relations 
of  life.  It  is  certainly  an  error  into  Avhich  many  have  fallen,  to 
discuss  this  subject  as  if,  by  the  law  of  Rome,  the  right  of  slave- 
property  inhered  only  in  the  relation  indicated  by  the  words 
master  and  servant  ;  whereas  it  pertained  as  really  to  the  rela¬ 
tion  indicated  in  the  New  Testament  by  the  words  yovtvs  and 
nxrov — parent  and  child.  Any  school-boy  may  learn  the  ori- 
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gin  of  this  domestic  slavery  from  the  first  chapter  of  Goldsmith’s 
History  of  Rome.  It  is  clear,  not  only  from  Cicero,  in  his  trea¬ 
tise  on  the  laws,  but  from  nearly  all  the  Roman  writers,  histori¬ 
ans,  and  poets,  that  every  father  had  the  power  of  life  and  death 
over  his  children ;  could  expose  them  to  death  in  infancy  ;  and 
not  only  so,  but  a  child  was  not  deemed  legitimate,  or  treated  as 
such,  unless  the  father  took  it  formally  from  the  ground,  and 
placed  it  on  his  bosom.  Dr.  Adam,  in  his  Roman  Antiquities, 
presents  the  following  statements  :  “  Even  when  his  children 
were  grown  up,  the  father  might  imprison,  scourge,  send  them 
bound  to  work  in  the  country,  and  .also  put  them  to  death  by 
any  punishment  he  pleased,  if  they  deserved  it.  .  Hence,  a  father 
is  called  a  domestic  judge  or  magistrate  by  Seneca.  A  son  could 
acquire  no  property  but  by  his  father’s  consent ;  and  what  he  did 
thus  acquire  was  called  his  peculium ,  as  that  of  a  slave.  The 
condition  of  a  son  was,  in  some  respects,  harder  than  that  of  a 
slave.  A  slave,  when  sold  once,  became  free ;  but  a  son,  not 
unless  sold  three  times.”  In  his  History  of  the  Decline  and  Fall 
of  the  Roman  Empire,  Gibbon  remarks:  “The  exclusive,  abso¬ 
lute,  and  perpetual  dominion  of  the  father  over  his  children,  is 
peculiar  to  the  Roman  jurisprudence,  and  seems  to  be  coeval 
with  the  foundation  of  the  city.  The  paternal  power  was  insti¬ 
tuted  or  confirmed  by  Romulus  himself;  and,  after  the  practice 
of  three  centuries,  it  was  inscribed  on  the  fourth  table  of  the 
Decemviri.  In  the  forum,  the  senate,  or  the  camp,  the  adult 
son  of  a  Roman  citizen  enjoyed  the  public  and  private  rights  of 
a  person  :  in  his  father’s  house  he  was  a  mere  thing  ;  confound¬ 
ed  by  the  laws  with  the  movables,  the  cattle,  and  the  slaves, 
whom  the  capricious  master  might  alienate  or  destroy ,  without 
being  responsible  to  any  earthly  tribunal.  The  hand  which  be¬ 
stowed  the  daily  sustenance  might  resume  the  voluntary  gift ; 
and  whatever  was  acquired  by  the  labor  or  fortune  of  the  son, 
was  immediately  lost  in  the  property  of  the  father.  At  the  call 
of  indigence  or  avarice,  the  master  of  a  family  could  dispose  of 
his  children  or  his  slaves.  According  to  his  discretion,  a  father 
might  chastise  the  real  or  imaginary  faults  of  his  children  by 
stripes,  by  imprisonment,  by  exile,  by  sending  them  to  the  coun¬ 
try  to  work  in  chains  among  the  meanest  of  his  servants.  The 
majesty  of  a  parent  was  armed  with  the  power  of  life  and  death ; 
and  the  example  of  such  bloody  executions,  which  were  some¬ 
times  praised  and  never  punished,  may  be  traced  in  the  annals 
of  Rome  beyond  the  times  of  Pompey  and,  Augustus.''' 
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“Not  only  in  the  relation  of  the  child  to  the  father,  but  also 
in  that  of  the  wife  to  the  husband,  did  the  Roman  law  establish 
a  power  adverse  to  the  precepts  and  spirit  of  Christianity.  In 
case  of  any  offense  whatever,  the  husband  was  the  supreme  judge, 
invested  with  authority  to  acquit  her  or  to  condemn  her  to  death. 
The  law  placed  her  like  a  slave,  at  his  feet,  and  her  life  hung  on 
his  decree.  Observe  the  testimony  of  Dionysius  Halicarnassensis 
on  this  point :  ‘  The  law  obliged  the  married  women,  as  having 
no  other  refuge,  to  conform  themselves  entirely  to  the  temper  of 
their  husbands.  But  if  she  committed  any  fault,  the  injured  per¬ 
son  was  her  judge,  and  determined  the  degree  of  her  punishment. 
In  case  of  adultery,  or  where  it  was  found  she  had  drunk  wine, 
(which  the  Greeks  would  look  upon  as  the  least  of  all  crimes,) 
her  relations,  together  with  her  husband,  were  appointed  her 
judges,  who  were  allowed  by  Romulus  to  punish  both  these 
crimes  with  death.'  This  law,  of  so  ancient  date,  continued  to 
be  operative  under  the  empire.  Tacitus  mentions  a  case  which 
occurred  at  Rome,  in  A.  D.  57,  in  the  reign  of  Nero.” 

Between  a  Roman  citizen  and  a  foreigner  there  could  be  no 
legal  marriage,*  and  the  offspring  of  such  a  union  were  deemed 
illegitimate.!  “  Of  this  firmly  established  law  there  was  no  change 
until  the  days  of  the  Emperor  Caracalla.  During  more  than  two 
centuries  of  the  Christian  era ,  the  children  who  may  have 
sprung  from  the  marriage  of  a  Roman  citizen  and  a  Jew,  or  a 
Greek,  were  denied  the  rights  and  honors  of  a  legitimate  birth. 
Paul  himself,  who  was  a  Roman  citizen,  declared  that  he  had  a 
right  to  ‘  lead  about  a  wife’  with  him  ;  but  had  he  or  any  one  of 
the  Roman  converts  been  pleased  to  marry  a  Galatian  or  a  Syrian 
Christian,  the  law  would,  as  far  as  concerned  civil  rights,  have 
placed  the  offspring  of  such  a  union  on  a  level  with  the  children 
of  a  base  and  criminal  connection.”  Now,  when  the  apostle, 
addressing  Christians,  speaks  of  a  husband  and  wife,  (wvtjp 
and  ywt] ,)  parent  and  child,  ( yovtvs  and  texvov,')  are  we  to  infer 
that,  under  the  law  of  Chr'st,  the  wife  and  child  might  be  held 
in  the  same  relation  as  under  the  Roman  law?  No  man  will 
claim  that  the  Christian  husband  or  parent  might  have  or  exer¬ 
cise  this  power.  So  when  the  apostle  is  addressing  Christians 
under  the  law  of  Christ,  and  speaking  of  servant  and  master, 
Soixoj  and  xuptoj,  (or  8canorr;s  in  one  instance  only,)  we  are  not 
to  infer  that  the  servant  of  the  Christian  master  was  held,  or 


*  “  Non  erat  cum  externo  connubium.”  Senec.  Ben.  iv.  35. 
f  Livy,  xxxviii.  36. 
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might  be  held  in  the  same  relation  as  the  servant  of  a  heathen- 
master  under  the  law  of  Rome.  The  law  of  Christ,  which  was 
the  law  of  love,  (“  Whatsoever  ye  would  that  others  should  do  to 
you,  do  ye  so  to  them,”)  was  now  the  rule  of  duty,  the  stand¬ 
ard  by  which  every  relation  in  life  was  to  be  regulated.  If,  then, 
the  same  term  be  used  to  designate  the  servant  of  a  Christian,  as- 
that  used  to  designate  the  servant  of  a  pagan  citizen  of  Rome, 
it  does  not  follow  that  the  servant  of  the  Christian  was  held  in 
the  same  relation  as  the  servant  of  the  pagan  citizen.  As  the 
law  of  Christ  destroyed  the  property  tenure  in  the  wife  and 
child,  so  it  destroyed  the  property  tenure  in  the  slave.*  This 
argument  is  to  my  mind  very  forcible. 

A  pro-slavery  writer  wants  to  know,  if  slavery  was  wrong,  why 
the  apostle  did  not  tell  the  master  to  set  his  slave  free,  when 
slavery  existed  all  around  him,  sanctioned  by  the  Roman  law  ? 
We  ask,  if  the  enslavement  and  the  murder  of  the  son  by  the 
father,  and  the  arbitrary  murder  of  the  wife  by  the  husband,  was 
wrong,  (which  the  writer  will  not  deny,)  why  did  not  the  apostle 
tell  parents  and  husbands  not  to  do  these  things,  which,  like 
slavery,  were  all  around  him  and  sanctioned  by  the  law  ?  We 
answer :  1st.  Neither  we  nor  the  writer  know  whether  the  apos¬ 
tle  did  or  did  not  tell  masters  to  let  their  slaves  go  free.  2d.  We 
suppose  the  law  of  “  love  to  our  neighbor  as  ourselves”  made  it 
unnecessary  ;  and  had  already  raised  the  slave,  together  with  the 
wife  and  child,  up  to  the  same  moral  level  with  the  master,  the 
husband,  and  the  father.  To  tell  the  master  lo  set  his  slave  free, 
was  no  more  necessary  than  to  tell  the  father  to  set  his  own  son 
free,  or  to  tell  the  husband  not  to  kill  his  wife.  Remember  this 
point. 

Before  dismissing  this  text,  (1  Tim.  vi.  1,  2,)  we  remark,  some 
writers  tell  us  there  was  no  slavery  in  Asia  Minor,  the  country 


*  The  position  of  many  commentators,  that  the  gospel  did  not  affect 
the  political  relations  of  any  one,  is  not  true.  It  did  often  affect  them 
radically.  Among  Christians  it  destroyed  the  property  tenure  in  the  wife, 
the  child,  and  the  slave.  It  did  not  allow  Christians  even  to  go  to  law 
before  the  unjust.  1  Cor.  vi.  1.  It  required  men  to  preach  in  the  “name 
of  Jesus,  though  the  Sanhedrim  or  law  of  the  land  forbade  it.”  It  made 
it  sin  in  a  Christian  to  deliver  up  a  Christian  brother  to  the  civil  authorities 
to  be  punished,  though  the  law  of  the  land,  the  political  relation,  required 
“  every  man  to  deliver  up  the  Christian  to  the  civil  authorities.”  Primitive 
Christianity  did  not  adopt  a  time-serving  policy,  shaping  itself  to  suit  the 
ever-varying  phases  of  political  power.  It  proclaimed  whatever  was  truth 
and  right,  and  opposed  error,  whether  found  in  a  Nebuchadnezzar,  a  Da¬ 
rius,  a  Herod — in  the  court,  or  in  the  sanctuary. 
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where  were  situated  those  churches  to  whom  instruction  was 
given  to  masters.  They  state :  “  It  was  the  policy  of  the  Roman 
Empire  to  allow  the  conquered  provinces'to  retain,  for  the  most 
part,  their  own  laws,  under  Roman  masters,  or  officers.  The 
ancient  laws  prohibited  slavery  in  these  countries ;  and  when 
conquered  by  the  Greeks  and  Romans,  slavery  was  not  intro¬ 
duced  into  them;  so  that  at  the  time  of  writing  these  epistles, 
they  were  free  from  slavery.  They  were  free  provinces  of  the 
Roman  Empire.  And  if  slavery  was  not  in  the  country,  it  was 
not  in  the  Church.”  If  this  were  once  clearly  established,  then 
there  would  be  no  hesitancy  about  the  import  of  the  words  mas¬ 
ter  and  servant,  nor  of  the  term  yoke,  used  in  1  Tim.  vi.  1.  It 
would  then  be  understood,  not  as  designating  a  slave  relation,  but 
a  voluntary  engagement  for  a  definite  period  of  time ;  or  the 
relation  of  a  minor  bound.  And  it  is  worthy  of  notice  here,  that 
the  term  yoke,  as  used  in  the  Bible,  is  but  seldom  if  ever  used  to 
denote  slavery.  It  is  often  used  to  denote  oppressive  taxes,  and 
bond-service,  in  the  Old  Testament.  In  the  New  Testament,  in 
every  case,  save  this  in  1  Timothy  vi.  1,  it  is  used  to  denote  a 
voluntary  service ;  as,  “Take  my  yoke  upon  you,  and  learn  of 
me.”  And  if  it  could  be  clearly  shown  that,  at  the  time  these 
epistles  were  written,  there  was  no  slavery  in  Asia  Minor,  then  it 
would  follow  that  in  this  instance  also  it  does  not  denote  slavery. 
Barnes,  however,  tells  us  that  large  numbers  of  Phrygians  aud 
Cappadocians  were  taken  as  slaves  to  Rome ;  and  that  it  is  as¬ 
serted  that  there  were  six  thousand  slaves  which  belonged  to 
the  temple  of  a  goddess  in  Cappadocia.  Hence,  he  says,  the 
words  of  Horace  :  “  Mancipiis  locuples,  eget  aeris  Cappadocum 
rex.”  Who  “  asserted  ”  this  he  does  not  say.  But  suppose  there 
were  slaves  in  Cappadocia  before,  or  at  the  time  of  Horace ;  that 
does  not  prove  that  there  were  slaves  there  and  in  other  parts  of 
Asia  Minor,  when  these  epistles  were  written.  There  were  slaves 
in  the  British  West  Indies  a  few  years  since,  but  there  are  none 
there  now.  How,  when  we  remember  how  little  reliance  is  to  be 
placed  upon  mere  verbal  criticism,  aside  from  historic  facts,  and 
that  historic  facts  in  this  case,  defining  the  condition  of  the  ser¬ 
vant,  are  wanting,  we  see  that  we  are  driven  to  the  last  rule  of 
exposition,  and  that  is,  to  interpret  the  words  of  the  Bible  in 
accordance  with  its  well-known  spirit,  or  principles ;  and  this  we 
know  is  against  slavery,  and  in  favor  of  equal  liberty  and  equal 
rights.  And  could  it  be  made  certain  from  historic  facts,  that 
slavery  existed  in  Asia  Minor,  and  in  those  portions  where  were 
those  churches  addressed,  still  our  previous  argument  meets  the 
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question  fully,  and  gives  the  decision  in  favor  of  liberty.  On 
that  we  rely,  and  notice  this  because,  in  publishing  a  manual,  all, 
or  the  most  prominent  questions  should  be  noticed. 

One  more  passage  brought  forward  in  support  of  the  first 
objection  remains  to  be  examined.  It  is  the  case  of  Onesimus, 
as  given  in  the  epistle  to  Philemon.  It  is  maintained  that 
Onesimus  was  a  slave  ;  had  run  away  from  his  Christian  owner, 
Philemon ;  and  that  Paul  recognized  the  lawfulness  of  slavery 
by  returning  the  man  a  slave  to  his  master.  See  Dr.  Junkin’s 
pamphlet,  and  every  body  who  attempts  to  apologize  for  slavery. 
Concerning  this  case,  we  remark  : 

1.  No  man  can  prove  that  he  was  a  slave,  and  not  simply 
either  a  bound  person  or  a  hireling,  indebted  to  Philemon. 

2.  The  benefit  spoken  of  in  verse  1 4th  can  be  accounted  for 
as  readily  on  the  ground  that  Onesimus  was  simply  a  bound 
person  or  hireling,  as  that  he  was  a  slave. 

3.  The  fact  that  the  apostle  expresses  a  doubt  (verse  18)  as 
to  whether  Onesimus  owed  Philemon  any  thing,  is  proof  that  he 
was  not  a  slave.  Had  the  apostle  recognized  Onesimus  as  the 
rightful  property,  the  slave  of  Philemon,  then  there  could  have 
been  no  doubt  in  the  apostle’s  mind  as  to  whether  he  owed  him 
any  thing.  Also,  slaves  do  not  become  indebted  to  their  masters. 

4.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  epistle  that  Onesimus  was  not 
a  natural  brother  to  Philemon — a  younger  brother,  bound  to  the 
elder.  This  was  very  common  in  that  age.  P  ul  calls  him  “a 
brother  beloved,  especially  to  me,  but  how  much  more  unto  thee, 
both  in  the  flesh,  and  in  the  Lord.”  We  know  that  Dr.  Jun- 
kin  has  given  a  very  lucid  criticism  on  the  adverb  “  especially  ” 
showing  that  it  qualifies  beloved.  As  C.  M.  Clay  said  to  Dr. 
Rice :  “  This  is  love’s  labor  lost.”  No  body  denies  it.  Every 
school-boy  knows  it.  And  yet  it  is  clear  to  every  mind,  that 
there  ivas  some  reason  ivhy  Onesimus  was  more  beloved  to  Phile¬ 
mon  than  to  Paul.  It  could  not  have  been  on  the  ground  of 
civil  relationship,  for  he  had  done  service  for  Paul  as  well  as 
Philemon  ;  and  that,  too,  when  the  service  to  Paul  was  very  much 
needed — under  circumstances  in  which  it  would  be  likely  to  elicit 
as  great  affection  as  it  was  possible  to  extend  to  one  not  a  blood 
relation.  To  Paul,  Onesimus  was  a  brother,  especially  or  pecu¬ 
liarly  beloved  in  the  Lord, — as  a  Christian, — in  a  spiritual  sense. 
To  Philemon  he  was  not  only  a  brother  specially  beloved  in  the 
Lord,  but  also  a  brother  specially  beloved  in  the  liesh.  (And  Paul 
knew,  from  previous  acquaintance,  this  attachment  and  blood  re¬ 
lationship.)  This  made  Onesimus  more  especially  beloved  to 
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Philemon  than  to  Paul.  That  an  elder  brother  in  the  flesh,  and 
at  the  same  time  a  Christian  brother,  should  have  a  double 
attachment  to  a  younger  brother  who  had  become  a  Christian 
and  was  now  returning  from  his  wanderings  to  the  path  of  recti¬ 
tude,  to  meet  his  lawful  obligations,  is  an  intelligible  reason  for 
more  special  attachment.  But  no  other  is  as  yet  assigned.* 

5.  As  Mr.  Brisbane  very  appropriately  suggests,  if  Onesimus 
had  been  a  runaway  slave,  he  would  not  have  been  found  court¬ 
ing  the  acquaintance  of  one  who  knew  him  and  his  master,  and 
who  could  easily  inform  of  his  whereabouts.  Fugitives  in  Ohio 
do  not  generally  court  the  presence  of  travellers  from  Kentucky; 
especially  if  these  travellers  know  them  and  their  masters. 

6.  If  it  be  still  insisted  that  the  servant  here  spoken  of  was  a 
slave,  and  that  8o£aos  here  means  slave,  as  is  claimed  by  pro¬ 
slavery  men,  then,  in  the  language  of  the  apostle,  (verse  16,)  he 
returns  Onesimus,  “  not  now  a  slave,  but  above  a  slave,  a  bro¬ 
ther  beloved,  especially  to  me,  but  how  much  more  to  thee,  both 
in  the  flesh  and  in  the  Lord.”  And  history  informs  us  that  he 
was  afterwards  Bishop  of  Ephesus.  “Ignatius,  writing  concern¬ 
ing  him,  praises  God  that  the  church  of  Ephesus  had  so  good  a 
bishop.”|  If,  then,  he  was  a  slave  to  Philemon,  as  is  claimed, 
then  the  apostle  emancipated  him  immediately ;  and  that  too, 
'•'■upon  the  sod”  The  strongest  anti-slavery  man  could  ask  no 
more. 

Then,  take  the  case  either  way  you  will,  neither  the  teaching 
nor  the  practice  of  the  apostle  for  a  moment  tolerates  slavery. 

A  second  objection  is,  that  if  slavery  was  wrong,  why  did 
not  the  apostles  command  Christians  and  all  men  not  to  enslave  ? 
“If  slavery  was  deemed  by  them  to  be  a  sin,  not  to  command 
masters  to  emancipate  and  cease  to  enslave,  and  content  them¬ 
selves  by  preaching  principles,  would  have  been  the  worst  form 
of  expediency — to  act  the  traitor’s  part ;  they  would  have  been 
faithless  and  craven  heralds.”  So  Dr.  Fuller  and  others  write. 
Much  stress  is  laid  upon  this  point  by  th.  advocates  or  apologists 
for  slavery.  It  is  considered  a  stronghold ;  and  yet  no  point  is 
more  easy  of  refutation,  and  cf  triumphant  reply.  We  will 


*  A  reflecting  Kentucky  farmer  suggested,  a  few  days  since,  that  even 
if  it  be  admitted  that  Onesimus  was  a  slave  and  an  African,  yet  a  brother 
in  the  flesh  to  Philemon,  his  master,  then  the  case  can  prove  nothing  in  favor 
of  negro  slavery  to  white  masters,  but  that  brother  enslaved  brother  :  and 
who  will  say  that  was  or  is  right  ? 

f  See  Epistle  of  Ignatius  to  the  church  at  Ephesus,  as  found  in  Milner’s 
Church  History. 
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answer  the  above  question  as  Christ  did  on  one  occasion,  by  ask¬ 
ing  another  or  others. 

Why  did  not  the  apostles  command  Christians  and  all  others 
not  to  persecute  ?  Persecution  was  very  common  in  their  day. 
It  was  “  all  around  them,”  and  sanctioned  too  by  law.  “  By  a 
law  of  the  Emperor,  every  man  was  required  to  deliver  up  the 
Christian  to  the  civil  authorities.”  (Hague.)  Yet  against  this 
unjust  and  bloody  system — this  wholesale  murder — this  wicked 
law,  there  is  not  a  command  saying,  You  must  not  persecute. 
Do  you  say,  the  epistles  of  the  apostles  being  directed  to  little 
bands  of  Christians,  governed  by  the  law  of  love,  and  having  a 
common  interest  in  the  cause  of  their  religion,  they  did  not  need 
a  specific  command  forbidding  them  to  persecute  each  other  ? 
So  we  say,  governed  as  they  were  by  the  law  of  love,  and  hav¬ 
ing  a  common  interest  in  the  cause  of  Christ,  they  did  not  need 
a  specific  command  to  tell  them  not  to  enslave.  To  enslave  was 
just  as  inconsistent  with  the  law  of  love  as  to  persecute.  No 
man  can  dispute  this. 

Again,  we  ask,  why  did  not  the  apostles  speak  against  gladia¬ 
torial  shows,  those  bloody  butcheries  regulated  by  law,  and  in 
which  men  were  made  to  fight  with  their  fellow-men  and  with 
beasts,  to  gratify  a  corrupt  and  cruel-hearted  populace,  fighting 
as  they  did  before  the  vast  multitude  of  men,  women,  and  chil¬ 
dren,  in  a  state  of  entire  nakedness  ?  Why  did  not  the  apostles 
speak  against  these  shows  ?  Do  you  say,  I  don’t  know  why  l 
Then  we  might  say  we  don’t  know  why  he  did  not  speak  against 
slavery.  And  this  silence,  “so  far  as  the  record  goes,”  is  just  as 
good  in  behalf  of  those  bloody  shows,  as  it  is  in  behalf  of  slavery. 
As  you  cannot  claim  the  former  to  be  right,  merely  from  the 
silence  of  the  apostle,  so,  from  the  silence  of  the  apostle,  you 
cannot  infer  that  the  latter  is  right.  Do  you  say  the  law  of  love 
and  the  spirit  of  the  sixth  commandment  were  against  these 
shows  ?  So  we  say  the  law  of  love  and  the  spirit  of  the  eighth 
commandment,  which  says,  “  Thou  shalt  not  steal,”  and  forbids 
all  kinds  of  robbery ;  and  the  letter  of  the  tenth  commandment, 
which  says,  “  Thou  shalt  not  covet  any  thing  that  is  thy  neigh¬ 
bor’s,  not  even  his  service,  his  person,  or  his  liberty” — these  were 
and  are  against  slavery. 

Again,  why  did  not  the  apostle  speak  against  robbery — tell 
men  they  must  not  rob  the  houses  or  pockets  of  others  ?  There 
were  hordes  of  men  in  their  day,  who  lived  by  robbing  travellers 
and  the  houses  of  defenseless  persons.  Yet,  “  so  far  as  the  rec¬ 
ord  goes,”  the  apostle  has  nowhere  forbidden  men  to  rob.  Do 
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you  say  they  needed  no  specific  command  from  the  apostle  ! 
against  this  sin,  for  it  was  contrary  to  the  light  of  nature  and 
the  sixth  commandment  ?  So  we  say  slavery  was  contrary  to 
the  light  of  nature,  and  of  the  same  sixth  commandment. 

"Why  did  not  the  apostle  speak  specifically  against  gambling 
and  counterfeiting  ?  In  all  the  epistles  it  is  not  once  said,  You 
must  not  gamble  or  counterfeit.  Do  you  say  he  forbade  these 
when  he  said,  “  Let  no  man  go  beyond  and  defraud  his  brother  in 
any  matter”  ?  So  we  say  he  forbade  slavery  when  he  forbade 
oppression  (1  Thes.  iv.  6 — see  the  margin)  and  extortion.  See 
1  Cor.  v.  11  ;  vi.  10.  That  slavery  is  oppression  and  extortion 
in  the  highest  degree,  no  man  can  successfully  deny.  And  if  to 
give  a  man  a  counterfeit  note  or  coin,  for  five  days’  labor,  and 
thus  get  his  labor  without  giving  him  an  equivalent,  is  fraud, 
then  to  take  a  man’s  labor  for  five  years,  yea,  for  a  lifetime,  yea, 
his  body,  his  wife,  his  child — this  is  fraud  that  earth  cannot  mea¬ 
sure,  and  Heaven  has  told  only  in  the  tragedy  of  mystical  Baby¬ 
lon,  the  “  smoke  of  whose  torment  ascendeth  up  for  ever  and 
ever.”  Slavery  was  her  crime.  Read  it.  Rev.  xviii.  13. 

Lastly,  on  this  point,  we  notice  two  most  cruel  and  inhuman 
sins  of  the  age  in  which  the  apostle  lived,  and  yet  he  has  said 
nothing  about  them.  As  we  have  already  seen,  the  husband  and 
the  father,  by  the  Roman  law,  had  the  power  of  life  and  death 
over  the  wife  and  the  child.  The  wife  might  be  put  to  death 
for  drinking  wine,  or  the  most  trivial  offense.  “  The  law  placed 
her  like  a  slave  at  his  feet,  and  her  life  hung  on  his  decree.” 
Should  the  innocent  and  obedient  wife  be  so  unfortunate  as  not 
to  have  been  by  birth  a  Roman  citizen,  then  she  might  be  cast 
off  at  any  whim  of  her  husband,  left  without  a  home,  with  no 
protection  of  law,  and  her  children  pronounced  illegitimate,  and 
“  placed  upon  a  level  with  a  base  and  criminal  connection.”  Es¬ 
sential  as  is  the  marriage  relation — the  protection  of  wives  and 
children — to  the  welfare  of  society,  and  cruel  and  inhuman  as  was 
the  above  law,  “yet  in  the  epistles  of  Paul,  all  of  which  were 
addressed  to  persons  living  under  the  Roman  empire,  no  care  is 
taken  to  guard  the  churches  against  the  specific  evils  of  this 
pagan  legislation,  which,  in  the  eyes  of  multitudes,  had  been 
embalmed  and  hallowed  by  time ;  had  been  blended  with  the 
very  elements  of  domestic  and  social  life  ;  had  been  sustained  in 
every  age  by  the  most  illustrious  examples,  and  had  interwoven  it¬ 
self  with  the  earliest  remembrances  and  associations  of  the  civilized 
world,  touching  human  lights,  the  fitness  of  things,  and  the  moral 
order  of  the  universe.  Strange  as  it  may  seem  to  some,  no  bus- 
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band,  in  all  the  realm  of  the  Caesars,  is  told  that  his  wife  had 
been  raised  by  Christianity  above  the  level  of  her  condition  un¬ 
der  the  Roman  law.  No  one  is  told  that  the  domestic  despot¬ 
ism,  on  which  Roman  society  was  based,  was  an  abomination  in 
the  sight  of  Heaven,  and  that  it  was  a  contravention  of  the  ori¬ 
ginal  law  of  Paradise,  which  placed  the  man  and  the  woman  on 
the  ground  of  a  true  moral  equality.”  And  are  we  to  infer  from 
the  silence  of  the  apostle  that  this  domestic  despotism  was  right  ? 
That  this  more  than  brutal  cruelty  was  sanctioned  by  the  gospel 
of  love  ?  No  man  dare  claim  it.  And  yet  the  argument  of 
silence  is  just  as  much  in  favor  of  this,  as  of  slavery. 

Also,  the  power  of  life  and  death  over  the  son  was  in  the 
hands  of  the  father.  “  In  his  father’s  house  he  (the  son)  was  a 
mere  thing ;  confounded  by  the  laws  with  the  movables,  the  cat¬ 
tle,  and  the  slaves,  whom  the  capricious  master  might  alienate  or 
destroy  without  being  responsible  to  any  earthly  tribunal.”  And 
shall  we  say  that  this  inhuman  custom  and  this  cruel  law  were 
|  sanctioned  by  the  apostle,  because  there  is  no  specific  denunciation 
of  it  in  his  epistles  ?  No  man  will  claim  this.  And  yet  the  argu¬ 
ment  of  silence  is  just  as  good  for  this  form  of  .cruelty  as  for 
slavery.  But  do  you  say,  this  “  domestic  despotism”  was  forbid¬ 
den  by  the  plainest  principles  of  humanity,  and  by  that  command 
I  which  says,  “  Thou  shalt  not  kill  ”  ?  So  we  say,  slavery  was  for¬ 
bidden  by  the  plainest  principles  of  humanity,  and  those  com¬ 
mands  of  the  Decalogue  which  say,  “  Thou  shalt  not  steal,”  and 
I  “  Thou  shalt  not  covet.”  Especially  by  the  law  of  Christ :  “  Do> 

:  unto  others  as  we  would  they  should  do  unto  us.”  “  Love  thy 
neighbor  as  thyself.”  In  the  realm  of  Christ,  with  those  who 
had  risen  superior  to  the  Roman  law,  who  “  would  not  go  to  law 
before  the  unjust,”  whose  only  rule  of  action  was  the  law  of  love, 
the  wife  needed  no  specific  command  to  secure  her  protection — the 
son  no  specific  command  to  secure  his  emancipation — and  the 
servant  no  specific  command  to  secure  his  freedom.  In  this  realm, 
and  under  this  law,  it  was  enough  to  the  husband,  parent  and  mas¬ 
ter,  to  say :  “  Husbands,  love  your  wives ;”  “  Fathers,  provoke  not 
your  children;”  “  Masters,  give  unto  your  servants  that  which  is 
just  and  equal;”  and  the  rights  of  all  were  secured  and  placed 
upon  that  platform  of  equality  which  “  nature  and  nature’s  God 
had  established.”  There  are  many  other  practices  of  men  which 
are  admitted  to  be  wrong,  yet  the  apostle  has  given  no  express 
prohibition  of  them  ;  and  we  may  just  as  correctly  infer  that  the 
apostle  did  not  consider  them  sinful,  as  we  may  infer  that  he 
regarded  slavery  as  not  sinful,  because  he  did  not  say  in  so  many 
10* 
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words— slavery  is  sinful.  Then  we  come  to  this  conclusion,  that 
none  of  the  passages  relied  upon,  nor  the  silence  of  the  apostles, 
“  so  far  as  the  record  goes,”  prove  that  the  apostles  tolerated  or 
sanctioned  slavery  in  any  way  ;  or  that  slaveholders  were  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  primitive  churches.  That  they  were  not  is  clear,  be¬ 
cause, 

1.  The  principles  of  Christianity,  as  we  have  seen,  are  opposed 
to  slavery.  This  point  is  admitted  by  the  large  body  of  the 
apologists  for  the  existence  of  slavery  in  the  Church.  They  say, 
“  The  consequence  of  acting  on  the  principles  of  the  gospel,  of 
following  the  example  and  obeying  the  precepts  of  Christ,  would 
be  the  peaceable  and  speedy  extinction  of  slavery.” — Biblical 
Repository.  Now,  the  principles  of  the  gospel  will  destroy  noth¬ 
ing  that  is  good.  “  It  is  a  fair  conclusion,  therefore,  that  if 
Christianity  would  abolish  slavery,  it  is  sinful and  that  Chris¬ 
tianity  in  its  beginning  would  not  take  this  moral  wrong,  this 
sin  into  its  bosom.  Would  the  inspired  apostles,  in  setting  up 
a  Church  that  was  to  teach  the  world  righteousness  and  true  holi¬ 
ness,  take  into  it  an  institution,  a  practice,  knowing  that  “  it  is 
sinful ”  ?  The  absurdity  is  too  gross  to  be  sustained  for  a  moment. 
Also,  if  the  principles  of  Christianity  be  against  slavery,  then  it 
is  a  plain  violation  of  all  rules  of  interpretation  so  to  construe  its 
specific  precepts  as  to  make  them  contradict  or  destroy  its  founda¬ 
tion  principles. 

2.  The  organization  of  the  apostolical  churches  forbids  the 
idea  that  slavery  was  tolerated  amongst  them.  “  And  all  that 
believed  were  together,  and  had  all  things  common;  and  sold 
their  possessions  and  goods ,  and  parted  them  to  all  as  every  man 
had  need.”  Acts  ii.  44,  45  ;  iv.  32,  34.  Now,  would  these 
Christians  sell  their  property — their  “  possessions  and  goods” — 
that  they  might  give  to  the  poor,  and  at  the  same  time  rob  their 
fellow-man,  yea,  fellow-Christian,  of  the  right  to  personal  owner¬ 
ship,  of  the  very  right  to  acquire  a;  d  hold  property ;  yea,  the 
privilege  to  go  and  worship  his  God  where,  when,  and  as  he  chose  ?* 
Such  an  act  would  imply  a  moral  absurdity  too  gross,  and  an 
outrage  upon  the  rights  of  man  too  glaring,  to  be  imputed  to 
those  whose  hearts  were  filled  with  love  to  man  as  man,  and 
whose  minds  were  illumined  by  that  Spirit  which  taught  them 
that  “  God  had  made  of  one  blood  all  nations  of  men  ;”  and  “  of 
a  truth  he  is  no  respecter  of  persons.” 


*  Who  would  be  more  poor  and  so  great  an  object  of  charity  as  the 
poor  slave  ?  Primitive  Christianity  was  no  respecter  of  persons.  See 
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3.  The  precept  of  the  apostle  in  1  Tim.  i.  10,  forbids  the  idea 
that  slaveholders  were  in  the  apostolic  churches.  The  apostle, 
speaking  to  Timothy  concerning  the  law  given  by  God  through 
Moses,  says  :  “  The  law  is  made  for  murderers  of  fathers  and 
murderers  of  mothers,  for  man-slayers,  for  whoremongers,  for 
them  that  defile  themselves  with  mankind,  for  men-stealers,  for 
liars,  for  perjured  persons,  and  if  there  be  any  thing  contrary  to 
sound  doctrine,” — the  glorious  gospel  of  the  blessed  God  being 
the  standard.  See  verse  11.  That  slavery  was  opposed  to  or 
condemned  by  the  gospel,  we  have  already  seen.  It  is  therefore, 
by  the  teaching  of  the  apostle,  condemned  by  the  law.  But 
the  word  which  is  here  translated  “  men-stealers,”  condemns  slave- 
holding,  directly  and  expressly.  The  original  Greek  word  for 
man-stealer  is  apSpartoSiorys,  (andrapodistes.)  This  is  formed  from 
the  verb  at'5parto8t£A,  (see  Robinson,)  which  means  “  to  enslave.”' 
This  is  its  true  and  primary  meaning.  No  man  will  or  can  dis¬ 
pute  this.  Ar8pa.Tto8iett]s,  coming  from  this  verb,  means  “  one 
who  makes  a  slave  in  any  of  the  senses  of  aySpartoSifw.”  Don- 
negan.  Then  arSpartoSiotcus,  the  word  which,  in  the  above  text, 
is  translated  men-stealers,  means  not  only  those  who  kidnap,  or 
who  seize  men  and  bring  them  into  bondage,  but  also,  and  pri¬ 
marily,  it  means  those  who  enslave  men.  This  view  is  also  in 
accordance  with  reason  and  justice.  Now,  what  would  you  think 
of  that  interpretation  of  the  gospel,  that  would  condemn  and 
exclude  the  original  horse-thief,  and  then  hold  as  a  saint  the  man 
who  would  conceal  and  use  that  horse  ?  Is  not  the  participant 
of  crime  as  guilty  as  the  perpetrator  of  the  first  act  ?  Is  not  the 
smuggler  of  goods  as  guilty  as  he  who  first  stole  them  ?  And 
suppose  human  laws  should  say  the  smuggler  shall  be  protected, 
could  these  laws  alter  the  moral  character  of  the  deed?  Could 
they  make  black,  white  ? — evil,  good  ?  And  should  the  smuggler 
take  advantage  of  this  law,  would  he  be  any  the  less  guilty  in 
the  sight  of  the  moral  law  and  of  God  ?  Every  man  must  say 
he  would  not.  The  above  exposition  has  been  confirmed  by  some 
of  the  highest  ecclesiastical  authorities  in  Christendom.  In  the 
Confession  of  Faith  of  the  Presbyterian  Church,  as  amended  by 
act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  1794,  and  appended  to  the 
1 42d  question  of  the  Larger  Catechism,  will  be  found  the  following- 
note  in  exposition  of  1  Tim.  i.  10,  the  text  under  consideration  : 
“  The  law  is  made  for  man-stealers.  This  crime  among  the 
Jews  exposed  the  perpetrators  of  it,  as  we  have  seen,  to  capital 
punishment,  (see  Exod.  xxi.  lY ;)  and  the  apostle  here  classes 
them  with  sinners  of  the  first  rank.  The  word  he  uses,  in  its 
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original  import,  comprehends  all  who  are  concerned  in  bringing 
any  of  the  human  race  into  slavery,  or  in  retaining  them  in  it. 
Stealers  of  men  are  those  who  bring  off  slaves  or  freemen,  and 
keep,  sell  or  buy  them.  ‘To  steal  a  freeman,’  says  Grotius,  ‘is 
the  highest  kind  of  theft.  In  other  instances  we  only  steal  hu¬ 
man  property ;  hut  when  we  steal  or  retain  men  in  slavery,  we 
seize  those  who,  in  common  with  ourselves,  are  constituted,  by 
the  original  grant,  lords  of  the  earth.’  Gen.  i.  28.” 

Dr.  Adam  Clark,  the  celebrated  Methodist  divine,  in  his  com¬ 
mentary  on  the  above  text,  has  these  words:  “ AvSpartoSiotais, 
slave-dealers ;  whether  those  who  carry  on  the  traffic  in  human 
flesh  and  blood  ;  or  those  who  steal  a  person  in  order  to  sell  him 
into  bondage ;  or  those  who  buy  such  stolen  men  or  women ; 
no  matter  of  what  color,  or  what  country  ;  or  the  nations  who 
legalize,  or  connive  at  such  traffic  ;  all  these  are  men-stealers,  and 
God  classes  them  with  the  most  flagitious  of  mortals.” 

In  the  Methodist  Discipline,  as  amended  L784,  in  answer  to 
the  42d  question,  “What  shall  we  do  to  extirpate  slavery  ?”  five 
rules  are  appended,  namely  : 

1.  “Every  member  of  our  Society  who  has  slaves  in  his  pos¬ 
session,  shall,  within  twelve  months  after  notice  given  to  him  by 
the  assistant,  legally  execute  and  record  an  instrument,  whereby 
he  emancipates  and  sets  free  every  slave  in  his  possession.” 
Infants  born  in  slavery  were  to  be  emancipated  immediately; 
those  under  twenty,  at  twenty-five ;  those  between  the  ages 
of  twenty  and  twenty-five,  immediately,  or  at  farthest  when 
they  arrive  at  the  age  of  thirty ;  and  so  on  with  every  slave, 
until  all  were  set  free  by  a  deed  of  emancipation  recorded. 

The  second  rule  required  every  assistant  to  keep  a  book  in 
which  should  be  recorded  all  the  names  and  ages  of  all  the 
slaves,  belonging  to  all  the  members  of  the  Circuit,  and  the  time 
of  each  record  of  emancipation. 

The  third  rule  permitted  those  who  refused  to  do  so,  to  with¬ 
draw  :  “  otherwise  the  assistant  shall  exclude  him  from  the 
Society .” 

4th  Rule.  “No  person  so  voluntarily  withdrawn,  or  so 
excluded,  shall  ever  partake  of  the  Lord’s  Supper  with  the 
Methodists,  till  he  complies  with  the  above  requisitions.” 

5th  Rule.  “  No  person  holding  slaves  shall  in  future  be 
admitted  into  Society,  or  to  the  Lord’s  Supper,  till  he  previously 
complies  with  these  rules  concerning  slavery.” 

Question  43.  “  What  shall  be  done  with  those  who  buy  or  sell 
slaves,  or  give  them  away ?  Answer:  They  are  immediately  to 
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be  expelled,  unless  they  buy  them  on  purpose  to  free  them.”* 
Thus  Methodists  and  Presbyterians  once  regarded  slaveholding 
as  a  violation  of  the  law  of  God,  and  a  disciplinable  offense. 
And  we  believe  they  would  do  so  now,  were  it  not  for  pro¬ 
slavery  teaching,  and  that  ignis  fatuus,  expediency.  The  words 
of  Mr.  Brisbane,  a  Baptist  minister,  who  was  once  a  slaveholder 
in  South  Carolina,  are  so  pertinent,  and  so  forcibly  elucidate  the 
text  under  consideration,  that  for  the  good  of  readers  who  may 
not  see  his  book  on  slavery,  I  shall  insert  his  words  on  the  above 
text :  “  Paul  was  speaking  of  the  law  as  having  been  made  for 
men-stealers.  Where  is  the  record  of  that  law  ?  It  is  in  Exod. 
xxi.  16,  and  in  these  words:  ‘ITe  that  stealeth  a  man,  and 
selleth  him,  or  if  he  be  found  in  his  hands,  he  shall  surely  be 
put  to  death.’  •  Here  it  will  be  perceived  that  it  was  a  crime  to 
sell  the  man,  for  which  the  seller  must  suffer  death.  But  it  was 
no  less  a  crime  to  hold  him  as  a  slave,  for  this  also  was  punishable 
with  death.  A  man  may  be  kidnapped  out  of  slavery  into  free¬ 
dom.  There  was  no  law  against  that.  And  why?  Because  kid¬ 
napping  a  slave  and  placing  him  in  a  condition  of  freedom,  was 
only  to  restore  him  to  his  lost  rights.  But  if  the  man  who 
takes  him  becomes  a  slaveholder,  or  a  slave-seller,  then  he  is  a 
criminal  liable  to  the  penalty  of  death,  because  he  robs  the  man 
of  liberty.  Perhaps  some  will  say  this  law  was  only  applicable 
to  the  first  holder  of  the  slave,  that  is,  the  original  kidnapper, 
but  not  to  his  successors  who  might  have  purchased  or  inherited 
him.  But  what  is  kidnapping  ?  Suppose  I  propose  to  a  neigh¬ 
bor  to  give  him  a  certain  sum  of  money  if  he  will  steal  a  white 
child  in  Carolina  and  deliver  him  to  me.  He  steals  him ;  I  pay 
him  the  money  upon  his  delivering  the  child  to  me.  Is  it  not 
my  act  as  fully  as  his  ?  Am  I  not  also  the  thief?  But  does  it 
alter  the  case  whether  I  agree  beforehand,  or  not,  to  pay  him  for 
the  child  ?  He  steals  him,  and  then  sells  him  to  me.  He  is 
found  by  his  parents  in  my  hands.  Will  it  avail  me  to  say  I 
purchased  him  and  paid  my  money  for  him  ?  Will  it  not  be 
asked,  Do  you  not  know  that  a  white  person  is  not  merchantable  ? 
And  shall  I  not  have  to  pay  the  damage  for  detaining  that  child 
in  my  service  as  a  slave  ?  Assuredly,  not  only  in  the  eyes  of  the 
law,  but  in  the  judgment  of  the  whole  community,  I  would  be 
regarded  a  criminal.  So  when  one  man  steals  another  and  offers 
him  for  sale,  no  one,  in  view  of  the  Divine  law,  can  buy  him,  for 
the  reason  that  the  Divine  law  forbids  that  man  shall  in  the  first 


*  See  Slavery  and  Episcopacy,  by  Dr.  Peck. 
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place  be  made  a  merchantable  article.  The  inquiry  must  be, 
if  I  buy,  I  buy  in  violation  of  the  Divine  law,  and  it  will  not 
-do  for  me  to  plead  that  I  bought  him.  I  have  him  in  posses¬ 
sion,  and  that  is  enough.  God  condemns  me  for  it  as  a  man- 
stealer.  My  having  him  in  possession  is  evidence  against  me, 
and  the  Mosaic  law  says,  if  he  be  found  in  my  hands,  I  must  die. 
Now,  when  Paul  said  the  law  was  made  for  men-stealers,  was  it 
not  also  saying  the  law  was  made  for  slaveholders  ?  I  am  not 
intending  to  apply  this  term  in  a  harsh  spirit.  But  I  am  bound, 
as  I  fear  God,  to  speak  what  I  am  satisfied  is  the  true  meaning 
of  the  apostle.” 

That  slaveholding  is  as  sinful  as  the  first  kidnapping,  (in  kind- 
ness  we  say  it,)  must  be  manifest  upon  a  moment’s  reflection. 
In  what  does  the  sin  of  kidnapping  consist?  Not  in  simply 
e-emoving  a  man  from  one  country  to  another,  (with  his  consent,) 
for  in  so  doing  you  may  greatly  improve  his  condition;  and  if 
you  leave  him  a  free  man,  he  will  be  very  thankful  to  you  for  it. 
Nor  does  it  consist  in  rescuing  him  from  those  who  have  robbed 
■liim  of  his  liberty ;  as  when  Abraham  rescued  Lot  from  the  four 
kings  who  had  enslaved  him,  (Gen.  xiv.  16.)  Abraham  found 
Lot  a  slave — rescued  him  from  the  hand  of  the  oppressor — 
-changed  his  location.  But  Abraham  did  not  continue  to  hold 
him  a  slave,  but  left  him  a  free  man.  To  Lot  the  act  was  of 
inestimable  value  ;  and  it  was  one  so  replete  with  disinterested 
ibenevolence  and  so  truly  a  Christian  duty,  that  Holy  Writ  will 
-transmit  it  as  a  worthy  and  noble  example  to  Adam’s  last  son. 
The  sin  of  kidnapping  then  must  consist  in  holding  the  man  in 
bondage.  Now,  this  is  the  thing  done  by  the  slaveholder.  It  is 
-clear  then  that  the  law,  in  condemning  the  man-stealer,  equally 
-condemns  the  slaveholder ;  for  the  sin  of  each  is  the  same — the 
withholding  freedom  from  man.  It  is  clear,  then,  that  the  apos¬ 
tles  did  not  receive  slaveholders  into  the  Church;  for  they  are 
.here  said,  by  inspiration,  to  be  violators  of  the  law,  and  classed 
with  those  who  commit  the  most  “flagitious  crimes” — with 
■“  murderers  of  fathers  and  mothers.”  Would  they  take  such  into 
the  Church  ?*  All  this  can  be  said  in  the  spirit  of  love.  Christ 
.loved  sinners  when  he  in  great  plainness  told  them  of  their  sins, 
and  so  did  the  apostle  on  the  day  of  Pentecost ;  and  by  doing 
so,  three  thousand  were  converted  in  one  day,  and  their  souls 


*  Dr.  Rice  and  Dr.  Fuller  assume  that  slaveholders  were  received  into 
the  primitive  Church,  and  therefore  conclude  slaveholding  cannot  be  sinful 
We  deny  the  position,  and  demand  proof  of  the  assumption. 


IN  THE  FORM  OF  OBJECTIONS. 


119 


made  heirs  of  eternal  glory.  May  God  Almighty  grant  that  the 
slaveholders  of  our  country  (for  whom  we  are  willing-  to  make 
sacrifice  of  all  that  this  world  holds  dear)  may  in  like  manner 
see  and  obey  the  truth,  that  they  may  be  eternally  happy ! 

5.  We  cannot  suppose  that  the  apostle  received  slaveholders 
into  the  Church ;  for  manifestly  slaveholding  was  then  a  discip¬ 
linable  offense.  The  apostle  Paul,  directing  the  church  at 
Corinth  (1  Cor.  v.  10)  to  exclude  certain  immoralities,  says: 
“Now  I  have  written  to  you  not  to  keep  company,  if  any  man 
that  is  called  a  brother  be  a  fornicator,  or  covetous,  or  an  idolater, 
or  a  railer,  or  a  drunkard,  or  an  extortioner  ;  with  such  an  cne, 
no,  not  to  eat.”  “  Therefore  put  away  from  among  yourselves 
that  wicked  person.”  Here  we  see  that  extortioners ,  in  common 
with  fornicators  and  drunkards,  were  to  be  excluded  from  the 
Church.  Now  that  slaveholding  was  and  is  the  worst  form  of 
extortion,  there  are  but  few  men  who  will  deny.  It  is  therefore  a 
disciplinable  offense,  and  as  such  could  have  had  no  place  in  the 
primitive  Church. 

To  extort  is  to  draw  by  force — to  gain  by  oppression.  I  will 
mention  a  case.  A  man  once  loaned  to  his  neighbor  two  hun¬ 
dred  dollars  for  twelve  months,  and  took  a  mortgage  on  his 
neighbor’s  farm,  which  joined  his  own.  Twelve  months  rolled 
round,  and  the  neighbor  having  been  unexpectedly  detained  by 
sickness,  came  two  days  after  the  time  and  made  a  tender  of  the 
money.  The  man  refused  to  accept  it — closed  the  mortgage, 
and  having  the  advantage,  the  power,  the  “  force  ”  on  his  side, 
drew  from  his  neighbor  his  only  home — Ills  farm,  worth  a  thou¬ 
sand  dollars — when  the  man  himself  had  an  abundance.  The 
neighbor  could  make  about  one  hundred  dollars  a  year,  (which 
is  the  hire  of  a  good  slave  in  some  places,)  clear  of  all  expenses. 
By  his  industry  and  economy,  he  had  bought  his  farm.  The 
man,  in  taking  it,  robbed  him  of  the  proceeds  of  his  labor  for 
eight  years,  without  giving  him  an  equivalent.  Now  this  was 
extortion,  and  the  man  who  inflicted  it  was  an  extortioner.  And 
the  case  seems  aggravated  because  it  was  inflicted  by  a  professed 
Christian  upon  a  Christian,  and  a  white  man.  But  the  slave¬ 
holder  not  only  takes  the  slave’s  labor  for  eight  years,  but  for  a 
lifetime,  without  an  equivalent;  and  not  only  this,  but  the 
body,  the  wife,  the  children,  whom  God  has  given  to  the  poor 
man.  All  this  is  done  upon  men,  frequently  as  innocent  and 
harmless  as  that  neighbor,  simply  because  the  slaveholder  has 
the  power,  “  the  force,”  on  his  side.  This  is  the  worst  conceiv¬ 
able  form  of  extortion ;  and  (in  kindness  we  say  it)  the  slave- 
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holder  is  therefore  the  worst  of  all  extortioners.  Now  the  apos¬ 
tle  commanded  that  such  persons  be  “  put  away  from  among 
jou !  w>th  such,  no,  not  to  eat.”  Thus,  it  is  clear  slaveholders 
were  not  in  the  apostolic  churches.  We  believe,  for  the  purity 

of  our  holy  religion — the  good  of  the  master  as  well  as  the  slave _ 

the  offense  of  slaveholding  ought  now  to  be  disciplined ;  and  the 
Church  that  does  not  do  it  disobeys  the  injunction  of  the  inspired 
apostle,  and  is  lecreant  to  her  high  trust.  God  designed  the 
Chuich  to  be  a  light  to  the  world,  to  teach  men  righteousness 
and  the  road,  to  eternal  light.  And  the  world  looks  to  her  for 
what  is  right.  Her  decision  in  almost  every  nation  is  admitted 
to  be  the  standard  of  right;  for  it  is  supposed  that  she  speaks 
according  to  the  oracles  of  God.  She  cries,  Observe  the  Sab¬ 
bath.  The  farmer  lays  aside  his  implements  of  husbandry,  the 
in  ei  chant  closes  his  doors,  and  the  mechanic  his  workshop. 
The  smoking  furnace  smothers  her  breath,  and  the  iron  horse 
upon  the  railway  rests  from  his  rapid  flight.  Does  she  apologize 
for  sin,  and  proclaim  a  sale  of  indulgence  ?  A  Tetzel  is  abroad 
an  the  land,  and  the  people  crowd  in  tumultuous  throngs  to 
receive  measured  sin.  So  when  oppression  grievous  to  be  borne, 
aud_  extortion  that  reaches  to  the  soul— slavery— if  this  may 
receive  her  sanction,  and  have  the  mantle  of  patriarchal  purity 
tin  own  over  it  by  her,  it  will  live,  though  knowingly  and  con¬ 
fessedly  it  sucks  the  life’s  blood  of  the  nation  ;  and  ineffective 
will  be  your  appeals  to  men  on  the  ground  of  temporal  benefit. 
So  long  as  men  can  find  a  resting-place  in  the  sanctuary,  they 
will  seek  present  ease,  and  risk  the  consequences  of  national  in¬ 
terests  for  coming  generations.  But  strip  the  iniquitous  system 
■of  the  sacred  livery  of  heaven,  and  let  the  naked  soul  tremble 
-an  view  of  its  final  destiny,  and  “all  that  a  man  hath  will  he  give 
for  his  life.”  And  whilst  I  believe  it  is  true  that  the  Church  is 
now  the  bulwark  of  slavery,  yet  if  she  would  raise  her  united 
voice  against  it,  all  the  powers  on  earth  could  not  save  it.  In 
the  language  of  Rev.  Mr.  Barnes,  “  There  is  no  power  out  of  the 
Chuich  that  could  sustain  slavery  an  hour,  if  it  were  not  sustained 
An  it.”  Not  only  is  this  the  way  to  secure  the  purity  of  religion, 
the  welfare  of  the  nation,  and  the  freedom  of  the  slave,  but  also 
the  spiritual  welfare  of  the  master.  The  incestuous  person  (1  Cor. 
v.  5)  was  to  be  delivered  unto  Satan,  i.  e.,  to  be  cast  out  from  the 
Church,,  into  the  world,  (which  is  Satan’s  kingdom,)  for  the 
destruction  of  the  flesh,  (i.  e.,  as  a  means  of  inducing  him  to  put 
away  his  lustful  habits,  seeing  that  they  were  inconsistent  with 
religion,)  “  that  his  spirit  might  be  saved  in  the  day  of  the  Lord 
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Jesus.’.’  So,  we  believe  there  is  nothing  that  would  so  effectually 
bring  the  slaveholder  to  repent  of  his  sin,  and  put  away  his 
extortion,  as  to  be  shown  that  it  is  a  sin  that  ruins  the  soul — 
excludes  from  God’s  kingdom  on  earth ;  and  if  willingly  and 
knowingly  persisted  in,  must  exclude  from  his  kingdom  in 
heaven  :  for  the  apostle  adds  in  the  next  chapter,  (1  Cor.  vi.  9, 
10,)  “Neither  fornicators,  nor  drunkards,  nor  thieves,  nor  extor¬ 
tioners,  shall  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God.” 

Lastly.  The  known  belief  and  practice  of  the  early  Christians 
forbids  the  idea  that  slavery  was  tolerated  in  the  apostolic 
churches.  They  deemed  it  one  of  their  highest  duties  to  redeem 
and  emancipate  those  who  were  enslaved  ;  and  for  this  purpose, 
they  made  great  sacrifices,  and  expended  vast  sums  of  money. 
Clement,  who  lived  at  the  time  of  the  apostle  Paul,  “  was  fel¬ 
low  laborer  with  him,”  and  “  whose  name  is  in  the  book  of  life,” 
(Phil.  iv.  3,)  in  his  Epistle  to  the  Corinthians,  says,  “  We  have 
known  many  among  ourselves,  who  have  delivered  themselves 
into  bonds  and  slavery,  that  they  might  restore  others  to  their 
liberty.”  Can  we  think  that  these  Christians,  who  were  members 
of  the  apostolic  churches,  looked  upon  Christianity  as  tolerating 
slavery?  They  who  were  pupils  of,  and  fellow  laborers  with  the 
apostle,  certainly  knew  the  mind  and  practice  of  the  apostle  on 
this  matter.  Paulinius,  Bishop  of  Nola,  expended  his  whole 
estate,  and  then  sold  himself,  in  order  to  accomplish  the  same 
object. 

Cyprian  sent  to  the  Bishop  of  Numidia  two  thousand  five  hun¬ 
dred  crowns,  in  order  to  redeem  some  captives.  Acacius,  Bishop 
of  Amida,  melted  down  tho  gold  and  silver  plate  of  his  church, 
with  which  he  redeemed  captives,  taken  and  enslaved  by  the 
Romans.  Ambrose  of  Milan  did  the  same  with  the  furniture  of 
his  church.* 

With  such  facts  before  our  minds,  can  we  for  a  moment  sup¬ 
pose  that  Christianity  gives  any  tolerance  to  slavery,  or  that  the 
apostles  tolerated  it  in  their  communion?  What  a  rebuke  is 
here  given  to  those  ministers,  and  all  followers  of  that  self- 
sacrificing  Jesus,  who  enslave  their  fellow-beings,  and  live  upon 
the  gains  of  unrequited  toil !  In  view  of  the  preceding  truths 
and  above  facts,  let  us  never  say  again  that  Christianity  tolerates 
slavery,  lest  “  the  stone  cry  out  of  the  wall,  and  the  beam  out  of 
the  timber  shall  answer  it.”  Ay,  lest  the  long-sepulchred  dead 
rise  from  their  tombs,  and  rebuke  us  for  our  impiety. 


*  For  the  above  facts,  see  the  Biblical  Repository,  October  No, 
1835,  Article,  Roman  Slavery. 
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CHAPTER  VIII. 

SLAVERY  SINFUL  IN  ITSELF. 

Slavery,  as  we  have  shown,  is  not  sanctioned,  nor  even  toler¬ 
ated  by  the  Bible.  Nor  is  it  a  thing  indifferent ;  but  positively 
it  is  sin,  a  great  sin  against  God  and  man.  This  position  it  is 
important  to  make  clear,  and  enforce.  It  is  the  great  turning- 
point  in  the  anti-slavery  controversy.  “  Every  thing,”  said  the 
reviewer  of  Dr.  Channing,  “  is  then  conceded  which  Abolition¬ 
ists  need  require,  when  it  is  granted  that  slaveholding  is  in  itself 
a  crime.”  This  is  what  we  now  proposo  to  show.  And  this 
work  is  the  more  important  from  the  fact,  that  we  never  believe 
aright,  feel  aright,  nor  act  aright,  on  any  subject  of  moral  reform, 
until  the  magnitude  of  the  evil  or  sin  is  clearly  set  before  our 
minds.  And  one  grand  reason  why  we  in  the  South  do  so  little 
for  the  abolition  of  slavery  is,  our  perceptions  of  its  evils  and 
sinfulness  are  but  feeble.  Though  lacts  stand  thick  around  us 
showing  our  losses,  and  sins  climb  mountain  high  showing  our 
guilt,  yet  our  attention  has  not  been  properly  turned  to  them.* 

Against  God  slavery  is  a  sin,  because, 

I.  It  is  a  usurpation  of  his  authority — an  invasion  of  his  rights. 
At  the  creation  God  gave  to  man  authority,  or  government,  over 
the  fish  of  the  sea,  the  birds  of  the  air,  and  the  beasts  of  the 
field,  but  authority  over  man  he  reserved  to  himself.  And  God 
now  requires  that  man’s  powers  of  body  and  mind  shall  be  con¬ 
secrated  to  His  glory  ;  that  he  “  shall  love  his  God  with  all  his 
soul,  with  all  his  mind,  and  with  all  his  strength  ;”  that  he  shall 
“  do  all  for  the  glory  of  God.”  This  he  cannot  do  when  his 
limbs,  his  body  are  governed  by  another — his  time  wholly  en¬ 
grossed  by  another — his  mind  shrouded  in  ignorance — his  ener¬ 
gies  crushed  by  subjugation.  God  says  to  the  slave,  “  Go,  preach 
my  gospel  to  every  creature.”  Slavery  says  he  shall  not ;  ho 
shall  labor  for  man  and  not  for  God.  God  says  to  the  slave, 
“  Go,  spend  this  hour  at  the  house  of  God  in  prayer  and  praise.” 


*  The  channels  of  light  and  moral  reform  have  been  to  us  shut  up 
Most  of  our  Southern  presses  have  been  worse  than  silent.  Selecting  not 
the  good  and  that  which  might  have  been  to  us  beneficial  and  timely,  but 
selecting  the  errors  of  a  few  eccentric  minds,  they  have  branded  the  whole 
anti-slavery  movement  with  opprobrium,  and  prejudiced  our  minds  against 
even  an  investigation,  or  search  for  truth  and  duty. 
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Slavery  says  he  shall  not;  he  shall  go  and  toil  in  the  field  for 
his  master.  God  says  concerning  those  united  in  holy  wedlock, 
“  What  I  have  joined  together  let  no  man  put  asunder.”  Slavery 
says  they  shall  go  where  and  as  the  will  of  the  master,  or  his 
debts,  shall  demand.  God  says  to  the  wife,  “Be  obedient  to 
your  husband.”  Slavery  says  she  shall  not,  but  be  obedient  to 
her  husband’s  master.  God  says  to  children,  “  Be  obedient  to 
your  parents.”  Slavery  says  they  shall  not,  but  be  obedient  to 
their  mother’s  master.  God  says  to  the  parent,  “  Train  up  your 
child  in  the  nurture  and  admonition  of  the  Lord.”  Slavery  says 
it  shall  go  where,  when,  and  as  the  debts  or  will  of  the  master 
shall  choose;  even  where  the  parent  cannot  look  upon  it. 

But  does  some  one  attempt  to  evade  this  monstrous  impiety 
by  saying,  “These  are  the  abuses  of  slavery,  and  no  one  has  a 
right  thus  to  intervene  between  the  slaveholder  and  God  ”  ?  We 
answer :  These  are  not  the  abuses,  but  some  of  the  very  elements 
that  compose  the  slavery  of  the  land.  Slavery  is  not  a  mere 
obligation  to  perform  service  for  another,  as  we  have  shown  ;  but 
it  is  a  relation  in  which  one  innocent  man,  by  laze ,  is  made  the 
property  of  another,  subject  to  the  liabilities  of  property.  Slavery 
is  a  creature  of  law,  and  regulated  by  law.  Hence,  at  the  death 
of  every  master,  or  during  the  lifetime  of  debtors,  by  the  authority 
ot  the  law,  the  husband  is  tom  from  the  wife,  the  wife  from  the 
husband,  the  parent  from  the  child,  the  child  from  its  parent, 
and  the  Christian  from  the  chosen  service  of  his  God.  All  this 
may  be  done  without  the  master’s  wish  or  consent ;  and  all  these 
atrocities  may  be  committed,  not  by  the  authority  of  unkind 
masters,  but  in  consequence  of  one  of  the  very  elements  of 
slavery — the  property,  the  chattel  principle  in  man ;  and  by 
authority  of  the  law — the  law  of  its  existence. 

But,  do  you  say  with  Dr.  Fuller,  “The  master  may  have  this 
power,  but  it  is  not  right  for  him  to  exercise  it”?  Then  we  an¬ 
swer  :  1st.  If  it  be  not  right  for  him  to  exercise  it,  then  it  is  not 
right  for  him  to  covet  it,  nor  for  us  to  bestow  it.  And  2dly.  As  we 
have  just  shown,  these  abuses  may  result,  not  from  unkind  exer¬ 
cise  of  the  master’s  power,  but  from  the  law  of  the  land,  which 
makes  the  slave  subject  to  the  liabilities  of  property.  But  do 
you  say,  Pass  a  law  forbidding  these  abuses  ?  Then  we  answer : 
The  moment  you  pass  such  a  law,  you  pass  au  abolition  act — you 
hurl  a  death-blow  at  slavery.  For,  (1st,)  no  man  will  buy  a  slave 
under  such  restrictions.  He  will  not  buy  them  when  he  is  com¬ 
pelled  to  keep  them,  whatever  may  be  the  character  or  number 
of  his  slaves.  Here  then  would  be  an  end  to  the  matter.  And, 
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(2d,)  not  only  would  the  master  cease  to  buy,  but  the  slave  himself 
would  become  free ;  for  the  moment  you  pass  a  law  forbidding 
the  master  to  invade  the  religious  rights  of  the  slave,  to  allow 
him  to  worship  his  God  where,  when,  and  as  he  may  deem  it 
his  duty,  that  moment  he  becomes  free ;  for  no  man  will  stay 
under  such  a  law,  where  even  his  religious  rights  may  be  con¬ 
trolled — usurped  by  another.  Slavery,  then,  is  a  usurpation  of 
God’s  claims,  of  God’s  authority.  It  cannot  exist  without  giv¬ 
ing  to  the  master  this  power ;  nor  can  the  master  perpetuate 
slavery  without  the  exercise  of  this  power. 

The  non-slaveholder,  who,  by  his  silent  consent,  by  his  vote, 
and  by  his  musket,  protects  the  slaveholder  in  this  usurpation,  is 
a  participant  in  the  sin. 

II.  Slavery  is  a  usurpation  of  man’s  rights.  That  man,  as 
man,  has  rights — rights  variously  termed  natural,  inalienable, 
inherent,  or  absolute — is  a  truth  which  has  been  conceded  and 
acted  upon  by  the  mass  of  mankind,  from  creation’s  dawn  to  the 
present  time.  The  law  of  God  proclaims  the  same  truth,  when 
it  declares,  that  God  will  be  a  “  swift  witness  against  those  who 
turn  aside  the  stranger  from  his  rights.”  “  To  turn  aside  the 
rights  of  a  man  before  the  face  of  the  Most  High,  ....  the 
Lord  approveth  not.”  “Woe  unto  them  that  decree  unright¬ 
eous  decrees,  ....  to  turn  aside  the  needy  from  judgment, 
and  to  take  away  the  right  from  the  poor  of  my  people.”  The 
second  table  of  the  Decalogue  proclaims  the  same  truth,  and 
specifies  what  these  rights  are.  The  sixth  commandment  teaches 
the  rights  of  personal  ownership,  and  personal  security.  The 
eighth  command  teaches  the  right  of  property  ;  the  ninth,  the 
right  of  character.  The  tenth  sums  up  all  rights,  and  forbids 
their  invasion.  And  remember,  the  moral  law  teaches  our  duty 
to  man  as  man  ;  to  the  whole  human  family.  Note  also,  the 
moral  law,  like  the  civil  law,  was  given,  not  to  invest  rights,  but 
to  protect  rights  already  possessed* — rights  natural  to  man  as 
man.  Man,  then,  is  the  possessor  of  rights,  and  to  violate  them 
is  sin. 

We  now  show  how  slavery  violates  these  rights. 

1.  It  takes  away  from  man  the  right  of  personal  ownership. 
The  fundamental  truth,  that  man  owns  himself,  so  far  as  man’s 
claims  are  concerned,  is  taught  by  the  light  of  natuie,  the  laws 
of  civilized  nations,  and  the  Word  of  God.  The  very  fact  that 


*  See  Chapter  V.,  pp.  61-71. 


SLAVERY  SINFUL  IN  ITSELF. 


125 


God  has  given  to  man  eyes  to  see,  is  evidence  that  God  wills  that 
man  should  use  them.  The  very  fact  that  God  has  given  him  a 
body  with  a  variety  of  members,  is  evidence  that  God  wills  that 
he  should  use  it,  and  that  he  has  a  right  to  do  so.  And  this 
right  imposes  on  all  others  the  obligation  to  leave  him  in  the 
innocent  exercise  of  this  right;  for  rights  and  duties  are  correl¬ 
ative  terms — one  always  implies  the  other. 

The  laws  of  civilized  nations  declare  the  same  truth.  Black- 
stone  says,  “  Those  rights  which  God  and  nature  have  established, 
and  are  therefore  called  natural,  such  as  life  and  liberty ,  no  hu¬ 
man  legislature  has  power  to  abridge  or  destroy,  unless  the  owner 
himself  shall  commit  some  act  that  amounts  to  a  forfeiture.” 
By  these  natural  or  absolute  rights,  he  says,  “  we  mean  those 
which  are  so  in  their  strict  and  primary  sense ;  such  as  would 
belong  to  their  possessors  in  a  state  of  nature ,  and  which  every 
man  is  entitled  to  enjoy,  whether  in  society  or  out  of  it." 
“  Liberty,”  he  says,  “  is  a  right  inherent  in  us  by  birth"  In  our 
Declaration  of  Independence,  “  the  political  faith  of  the  nation,” 
we  have  declared  that  “  all  men  by  nature  are  created  equal, 
[that  is,  so  far  as  natural  rights  are  concerned,  not  as  to  condi¬ 
tion  ;]  that  they  are  endowed  by  their  Creator  with  certain  ina¬ 
lienable  rights ;  that  among  these  are  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit 
of  happiness.”  These  self-evident  truths  necessarily  presuppose 
that  man  owns  himself,  for  no  man  can  have  liberty  without 
owning  himself. 

The  Word  of  God  presupposes  the  same  truth,  in  imposing  on 
man  the  duties  of  employing  the  energies  of  his  body  and  mind  for 
God’s  glory,  and  for  the  welfare  of  his  wife,  his  children,  his  fellow- 
man.  These  duties  he  cannot  perform,  unless,  so  far  as  the  claims 
of  man  are  concerned,  he  owns  himself.  The  eighth  command¬ 
ment  presupposes  that  man  owns  himself,  in  guarding  his  right 
of  property,  which  light  he  cannot  have  unless  he  owns  himself. 
As  we  showed  in  chapter  fifth,  the  moral  law  was  given,  not  to 
invest  rights,  but  to  protect  rights  already  given — rights  which 
belong  to  man  in  a  state  of  nature.  That  man  owns  himself — 
has  a  right  to  personal  ownership  in  a  state  of  nature,  (that  is, 
prior  to  coming  into  organized  society,)  is  a  point  which  no  man 
will  deny.  Yet  the  law  of  God  says,  thou  shalt  not  so  much  as 
even  covet  this  right — “  Thou  shalt  not  covet  any  thing  that  is 
thy  neighbor’s.”  Again,  the  Word  of  God  teaches  that  man  as 
man  owns  himself  when  it  forbids  man-stealing.  “  Be  that  steal- 
eth  a  man  and  selleth  him,  or  if  he  be  found  in  his  hands,  he  shall 
surely  be  put  to  death.”  Exod.  xxi.  16.  Here  it  is  taught  that 
11* 
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man  owns  himself;  and  to  deprive  him  of  self,  of  personal  owner¬ 
ship,  of  liberty,  is  a  sin,  which,  under  the  Mosaic  law,  was  pun¬ 
ished  by  death.  As  we  have  shown,  page  115,  the  apostle 
Paul  places  the  robbery  of  personal  ownership  with  the  worst  of 
crimes.  We,  as  a  nation,  have  proclaimed  the  same  truth  to  the 
world,  in  condemning  kidnapping  and  piracy  as  criminal  offenses. 
Our  Government  has  pronounced  the  slave-trade  on  the  ocean  to 
be  piracy,  and  punishable  with  death.  Why  this,  but  that  man 
owns  himself,  and  it  is  a  crime,  a  great  crime,  to  deprive  him  of 
this  right  ?  Now,  if  a  man  on  the  coast  of  Africa  owns  himself, 
as  we  thus  admit,  then  neither  the  violent  seizure  by  the  kid¬ 
napper,  nor  his  transportation  across  the  ocean,  deprives  him 
of  personal  ownership.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  I  transfer  to 
the  kidnapper  a  certain  amount  of  money  for  him  deprive  him 
of  personal  ownership ;  for,  the  claim  of  the  kidnapper  being 
invalid — void — the  transfer  must  be  the  same. 

Nor  can  the  laws  or  resolutions  of  a  band  of  his  fellow-men 
on  this  side  of  the  ocean  lawfully  deprive  him  of  personal  owner¬ 
ship,  any  more  than  the  laws  of  Pharaoh  could  make  it  right  for 
the  Hebrew  midwives  to  destroy  the  male  children,  or  that 
•J oseph  or  the  Israelites  should  be  deprived  of  their  liberty.  Hu- 
4nan  governments  have  no  right  to  deprive  an  unoffending  man 
of  his  liberty,  or  right  to  personal  ownership.  Human  laws 
“  derive  their  just  powers  from  the  consent  of  the  governed ,”  and 
are  made  for  “  the  protection  of  rights,”  not  for  the  robbery  of 
the  rights  of  an  innocent  man.  Such  is  the  voice  of  our  Decla¬ 
ration  of  Independence.  Blackstone,  after  stating  that  all  men 
have  absolute  rights,  such  as  “life  and  liberty,”  says:  “The  pri¬ 
mary  object  of  law  is  to  maintain  and  regulate  these  rights  ” — 
not  to  rob  man  of  them.  He  says  further,  “  no  human  legisla¬ 
ture  has  power  to  abridge  or  destroy  them,  unless  the  owner 
himself  shall  commit  some  act  that  amounts  to  a  forfeiture.” 
Concerning  things  which  are  naturally  and  intrinsically  wrong, 
(naturally  man  owns  himself — has  liberty  ;  to  take  this  away 
is  a  violation  of  nature,)  such  as  “murder,  perjury,  theft,”  (and 
the  robbery  of  liberty  is  the  worst  of  theft,)  he  says,  “  municipal 
law  has  no  force  or  operation  at  all.”  That  is,  thiugs  naturally 
and  intrinsically  wrong,  human  laws  have  no  power  to  make 
right  by  saying  they  may  be  practiced.  No  human  legislature 
then  has  a  right  to  make  an  unoffending  man  a  slave,  anv 
more  than  they  have  to  take  the  life  of  an  innocent  man. 
And  such  laws  are  impious  before  God,  unjust  to  man,  and,  as  we 
have  shown,  (pp.  7J,  72.)  gross  absurdities,  and  therefore  (the 
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best  legal  authorities  being  judge,  as  seen  above)  null  and  void 
from  the  beginning. 

Nor  can  any  person  be  born  a  slave.  We  have  declared  to 
the  world,  in  our  Declaration  of  Independence,  that  “all  men 
are  created  equal,  [that  is,  so  far  as  natural  rights  are  concerned,] 
and  have  an  inalienable  right  to  life,  liberty ,  and  the  pursuit  of 
happiness.”  Then  no  man  may  be  born  a  slave,  any  more  than 
you  or  I,  dear  reader  ;  or  your  child,  or  my  child.  Two  years 
before  our  Declaration  of  Independence,  John  Wesley  said:  “It 
cannot  be  that  either  war  or  contract  can  give  any  man  such  a 
power  in  another  as  he  has  in  his  sheep  and  oxen.  Much  less  is 
it  possible  that  any  child  of  man  should  ever  be  born  a  slave. 
Liberty  is  the  right  of  every  human  creature,  as  soon  as  he 
breathes  the  vital  air;  and  no  human  laws  can  deprive  him  of 
that  right ,  which  he  derives  from  the  law  of  nature .”  And, 
reader,  were  it  your  case,  or  that  of  your  child,  you  would  soon 
understand  whether  human  governments  have  a  right  to  cause 
that  you  and  yours  should  be  born  slaves.  There  is,  then,  no 
just  ground  on  which  personal  ownership  may  be  withheld  from 
an  adult  man  who  is  sane,  and  not  a  criminal.  To  deprive  of 
personal  ownership,  or  to  enslave,  is  robbery  of  the  worst  form 
that  we  can  inflict  upon  man.  This  position  I  will  make  clear 
by  an  illustration.  Not  long  since,  I  was  conversing  with  an 
elder  in  the  Presbyterian  Church,  and  who  has  lived  here  in 
Kentucky,  in  the  midst  of  slavery,  until  he  has  become  a  gray¬ 
headed  man.  He  remarked  that  he  was  like  Dr.  Rice  and  Dr. 
Junkin :  he  thought  that  the  wrong  of  slavery  consisted  in  its 
abuse,  in  the  unkind  treatment  of  slaves,  and  not  in  the  thing 
itself.  I  requested  the  privilege  of  asking  a  few  questions,  which 
he  granted.  Said  I,  If  I  were  to  meet  you  on  the  highway,  and 
take  your  horse  from  you,  would  you  not  deem  the  act  sinful  ? 
“  Yes,”  was  his  reply.  But,  said  I,  were  I  to  leave  you  the 
owner  of  yourself,  could  you  not,  by  industry  and  economy,  soon 
get  enough  to  buy  another  horse  ?  “  Yes,”  was  his  reply.  And 
could  you  not  also  administer  to  the  comfort  of  your  family,  and 
still  worship  your  God  as  you  might  choose  ?  “  Yes,”  was  again 
his  reply.  But,  said  I,  if,  instead  of  taking  your  horse,  I  should 
take  you,  and  make  you  a  slave,  and  thus  deprive  you  of  your 
liberty,  and  the  very  right  to  possess,  would  I  not  do  you  a 
greater  wrong?  “Yes,”  said  he.  Well,  then,  is  not  slavery 
worse  than  stealing  the  horse?  “Yes,”  was  again  the  reply. 
Liberty,  personal  ownership,  is  more  dear  to  man  than  the  pos¬ 
session  of  the  world.  Give  me  liberty,  or  give  me  death !  was 
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the  motto  of  out  forefathers.  Slavery,  then,  in  itself,  in  its  essen¬ 
tial  element,  aside  from  its  abuses,  is  sin  ;  sin  of  awful  and  fear¬ 
ful  magnitude. 

The  Princeton  Biblical  Repertory,  April,  1836,  says:  “The 
grand  mistake,  as  we  apprehend,  of  those  who  maintain  that 
slaveholding  is  in  itself  a  crime,  is,  that  they  do  not  discriminate 
between  slaveholding  in  itself  considered,  and  its  accessories  at 
any  particular  time  or  place.”  By  these  accessories,  it  means,  as 
it  specifies,  “  laws  forbidding  the  instruction  of  slaves -which  in¬ 
terfere  “  with  the  marital  or  parental  rights ;  which  subject  them 
to  the  insults  and  oppression  of  the  whites.”  “  These,”  it  says, 
“  we  may  admit  to  be  in  the  highest  degree  unjust,  without  at 
all  admitting  that  slaveholding  is  itself  a  crime.  Slavery  may 
exist  without  any  one  of  these  concomitants.”  This  last  assertion 
is  not  admitted.  Speaking  concerning  those  “  who  denounce 
slavery,”  it  says :  “  They  have  a  confused  idea  of  chains  and  whips, 
of  degradation  and  misery,  of  ignorance  and  vice,  and  to  this 
complex  conception  they  apply  the  name  slavery,  [not  so — our 
idea  of  slavery  consists  chiefly  in  the  robbery  of  personal  owner¬ 
ship — of  liberty,]  and  denounce  it  as  the  aggregate  of  all  moral 
and  physical  evil.”  Now  to  all  this  we  reply  : 

(1.)  We  have  as  certainly  seen  “ignorance  and  vice,  degrada¬ 
tion  and  misery,”  as  our  friend,  the  Princeton  reviewer.  We 
have  seen,  too,  “chains  and  whips” — yea,  whips  stained  with 
human  gore ;  and  with  it,  we  have  heard  the  slave-groans  !  And 
painful  as  is  this  to  the  heart  of  philanthropy,  we  can  look  beyond 
all  these,  and  distinguish  between  these  and  the  mere  robbery  of 
personal  ownership — of  liberty  ;  and  firmly  believe,  and  effectu¬ 
ally  prove,  that  this  latter  is  in  itself  sinful — a  great  crime.  Were 
we  to  ask  the  reviewer  which  is  the  greatest  sin — to  rob  him  of 
his  library  and  his  horse,  or  to  make  a  slave  of  him — rob  him  of 
personal  ownership,  of  his  liberty,  even  though  he  was  placed  in 
the  hand  of  what  is  called  a  “  kind  master,” — what  would  be  his 
reply  ?  He  would  say,  (unless  he  differs  from  all  men,)  Take  my 
library,  my  horse,  my  house — all  that  I  have;  but  let  me  be  a 
free  man  ! — let  me  be  free  to  minister  to  my  wife,  my  child, 
where  and  when  I  choose.  Let  me  be  free  to  worship  my  God 
where  and  w'hen  I  choose  ;  “  to  rob  me  of  liberty  is  itself  a 
crime.” 

(2.)  The  reviewer  will  find  it  exceedingly  difficult  to  separate 
slavery  from  what  he  calls  its  “accessories.”  Whenever  he 
passes  a  law  allowing  the  slave  to  worship  his  God  and  take  care 
of  his  family — have  “his  marital  rights”  where  and  when  he 


SLAVERY  SINFUL  IN  ITSELF. 


129 


chooses — so  soon  he  will  have  destroyed  slavery ;  for  the  slave, 
he  assured,  will  no  longer  worship  under  the  “  vine  and  fig-tree” 
of  slavery,  but  under  the  olive  of  peace,  and  the  wide-spread  shade 
of  liberty ;  in  other  words,  in  a  free  State,  among  men  who  will 
respect  his  rights,  his  liberty,  and  encourage  his  manhood.  But 
laws  forbidding  the  slave  to  worship  his  God  where,  when,  and 
as  he  chooses,  to  take  care  of  his  family  where  and  as  he  may 
deem  it  best  and  duty,  are  essential  to  the  very  existence  of  sla¬ 
very.  We  think  therefore  the  reviewer  has  been  trying  to  make 
a  distinction  where  there  is  no  difference. 

Again,  he  tries  to  evade  this  point  by  saying  all  men  forfeit 
more  or  less  of  their  natural  rights  in  coming  into  society,  or 
organized  governments.  He  admits  that  slavery  is  a  condition 
in  which  man  “is  deprived  of  his  personal  liberty,  and  made  to 
labor  for  another.”  “  That  this  condition  involves  the  loss  of  many 
of  the  rights  commonly  and  properly  called  natural,  because 
belonging  to  men  as  men,  is  readily  admitted.  It  is,  however, 
incumbent  on  those  who  maintain  that  slavery  is,  on  this  account, 
necessarily  sinful,  to  show  that  it  is  criminal  under  all  circum¬ 
stances  [he  should  have  said,  in  the  case  of  all  those  not  crimi¬ 
nals]  to  deprive  any  set  of  men  of  a  portion  [he  should  have 
said  all\  of  their  natural  rights.”  This  broad  position,  he  says, 
cannot  be  maintained.  “For,”  says  he,  “the  very  constitution 
of  society  supposes  the  forfeiture  of  a  greater  or  less  amount  of 
those  rights,  according  to  its  peculiar  organization.”  To  this  we 
reply  :  The  reviewer  has  the  great  misfortune  to  differ  from 
George  Washington,  Benjamin  Franklin,  John  Adams,  and  that 
long  list  of  good  men  and  sound  minds,  who  signed  the  Decla¬ 
ration,  and  there  declared  it  to  be  a  self-evident  truth,  that  all 
men  have  certain  inalienable  rights,  such  as  life,  liberty ,  and  the 
pursuit  of  happiness  ;  that  to  secure  these  rights  governments 
are  formed.  Then,  these  Revolutionary  Fathers  being  judges, 
society  or  governments  are  formed  for  the  protection  of  our 
natural  rights,  not  their  “forfeiture.”  We  come  into  society  to 
have  our  natural  rights  more  perfectly  protectid  ;  and  whenever 
society  or  government  takes  these  away,  as  we  have  shown  above, 
(and  the  reviewer  himself  being  judge,)  it  does  that  which  is  sin¬ 
ful,  unless  we  as  criminals  have  murdered  the  peace  of  society — ■ 
forfeited  our  right  by  crime. 

The  reviewer  next  refers  to  patriarchal  governments  and 
monarchies,  affirming  that  they,  with  their  arbitrary  power,  may 
exist  without  6in,  if  the  state  of  society  demands  them.  Admit¬ 
ted,  because  they  may  exist  without  depriving  man  of  any  of 
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his  natural  rights.  But  whenever  they  take  from  an  unoffend¬ 
ing  man  (as  is  the  case  with  the  slave)  his  natural  rights,  they 
commit  sin ;  because  they  violate  nature  and  the  law  of  God,  as 
we  have  shown. 

Again,  he  refers  to  women  and  minors,  as  deprived  of  certain 
political  rights;  and  infers  that  it  is  “not  enough  to  prove  the 
sinfulness  of  slaveholding,  to  show  that  it  interferes  with  the 
natural  lights  of  a  portion  of  the  community.”  Now,  when  he 
talks  about  women  being  deprived  of  certain  rights  without  sin, 
and  therefore  the  slave  may  be  deprived  of  natural  rights  without 
sin,  it  is  manifest, 

(1.)  That  he  confounds  political  with  natural  rights.  Black- 
stone  discriminates  between  them.  Natural  rights,  he  says,  are 
such  as  right  to  personal  ownership — right  to  persona1  security 
— right  to  proceeds  of  our  labor — right  to  worship  God  where, 
when,  and  as  we  please — such  as  a  man  has  in  a  state  of  nature. 
When  he  consents  to  become  a  member  of  society,  on  him  may 
be  conferred  certain  political  rights,  such  as  voting,  &c.  This  is 
conventional,  and  may  be  bestowed  or  withheld,  as  the  well¬ 
being  of  society  may  demand.  The  possession  of  this  is  not 
essential  to  man’s  well-being,  his  duty  to  God  and  to  his  fellow- 
man.  But  the  possession  of  man’s  natural  rights  is,  and  to  with¬ 
hold  them  is  therefore  sinful. 

(2.)  The  reviewer’s  argument,  to  be  worth  any  thing,  should 
suppose  the  condition  of  the  slave  to  b£  like  the  condition  of  the 
woman,  or  person  deprived  of  certain  political  rights.  Here  is 
an  awful  chasm,  and  we  wonder  that  he  could  have  leaped  it.  I, 
and  he  too,  if  he  is  a  minister  of  the  gospel,  sutler  the  privation 
of  certain  political  rights,  yet  our  condition  is  far  from  being 
that  of  a  slave.  My  wife  and  his  (if  he  has  one)  suffer  the  priva¬ 
tion  of  certain  political  privileges,  yet  their  condition  is  far  from 
being  that  of  a  slave.  Again  he  says :  “As  it  is  acknowledged 
[not  acknowledged  by  all]  that  the  slaves  may  be  justly  deprived 
of  political  rights,  on  the  ground  of  their  incompetencv  to  exer¬ 
cise  them  without  injury  to  the  community,  it  must  be  admitted, 
by  parity  of  reason,  that  they  may  be  justly  deprived  of  personal 
freedom,  if  incompetent  to  exercise  it  with  safety  to  society.  To 
this  we  reply : 

(1.)  If  his  child,  or  the  women  of  our  country,  are  not  fitted  to 
exercise  the  elective  franchise,  or  if  it  is  best  for  society  that  they 
should  not,  it  does  not  follow  that  they  may  be  held  as  slaves. 
So,  if  it  were  even  admitted  that  the  slaves  of  our  country  may 
be  deprived  of  the  elective  franchise,  of  political  rights,  it  does  not 
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follow,  that  by  parity  of  reason,  they  may  be  deprived  of  all  their 
natural  rights,  or  enslaved ;  for, 

(2.)  Facts  prove  that  they  are  not  “incompetent  to  exercise 
personal  freedom  with  safety  to  society.”  In  the  last  forty-two 
years  there  have  been  between  fifty  and  sixty  cases  of  emancipa¬ 
tion,  and  all  have  worked  better  than  in  a  state  of  slavery.  Every 
free  State  of  our  Republic  is  a  demonstration  of  the  same  truth. 

To  his  reference  to  parental  authority  over  minors,  we  reply : 
The  parental  relation  is  right,  because  it  is  necessary,  and  ap¬ 
pointed  of  God.  But  slavery  is  not  necessary,  nor  is  it  a  thing 
appointed  by  God.  The  right  of  control  of  the  father  over  the 
son  during  the  years  of  minority,  arises  from  the  father’s  obliga¬ 
tion  to  provide  for,  and  train  aright  that  child.  But  so  soon  as 
the  son'  attains  to  the  years  of  manhood,  so  soon  does  the  father’s 
obligation  cease,  and  with  it  his  authority  over  the  son.  But 
over  another  man,  the  slave,  there  is  no  such  obligation  to  train 
him,  and  provide  for  him  or  his  child ;  and  by  consequence  no 
such  claim  to  service  or  obedience  as  over  the  master’s  own  child 
during  the  years  of  minority. 

Again,  he  says  the  condition  of  the  slave  results  from  the  form 
of  society.  In  England,  one  man  is  born  a  peer,  another  a  peas¬ 
ant  ;  and  so  in  America,  one  is  born  a  freeman,  and  another  is 
born  a  slave.*  We  reply :  One  man  in  England  may  be  born  a 
peasant,  and  though  he  may  not  have  (and  all  men  cannot  have) 
the  privileges  and  responsibilities  of  a  peer,  yet  he  enjoys  all  of 
his  natural  rights — those  rights  essential  to  his  well-being,  his 
duty  to  his  God  and  his  fellow-men.  But  when  one  in  America 
is  born  a  slave,  he  is  deprived  of  those  natural  rights — those 
rights  essential  to  his  well-being,  his  duty  to  his  God  and  his 
fellow-men.  And  the  society  that  commits  such  robbery,  does 
that  which  is  impious  towards  God,  and  unjust  to  man.  And  we 
believe  every  man  who  sanctions  such  a  state  of  society,  and  who 
will  not  use  the  moral  and  political  means  which  his  honest  and 
enlightened  judgment  shall  decide  to  be  necessary  for  the  change 
of  that  society,  is  a  participant  in  other  men’s  sins. 

Lastly,  the  reviewer,  to  evade  the  point  that  the  robbery  of 


*  Strictly  speaking,  no  man  is  born  a  peer  or  a  slave.  Each  are  by 
nature  endowed  with  natural  rights  which  place  them  upon  one  common 
level  Society  makes  one  a  peer,  the  other  a  slave.  And  now  the  ques¬ 
tion  is,  whether  an  individual  or  individuals  (as  government)  may  without 
sin  take  away  from  an  innocent  man  those  God-given  rights  which  it  is 
admitted  it  is  the  duty  and  province  of  government  to  protect  ? 
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personal  ownership  is  sin,  says :  “  Slavery  is  obligation  to  perform 
service  for  another,  with  power  to  transfer  this  claim  of  service  to 
another;  and  this  is  analogous  in  principle  to  the  transfer  of  sub¬ 
jects  from  one  government  to  another ;  as  of  Louisiana  from 
France  to  the  United  states.”  To  this  we  reply: 

(1.)  His  definition  of  slavery  is  not  correct,  as  we  showed  in 
our  first  chapter.  Slavery  is  not  mere  obligation  to  perform 
service  for  another.  My  child  is  under  obligation  to  render  me 
service,  but  it  is  not  therefore  a  slave ;  and  I  have  no  right  to 
treat  it  as  one. 

(2.)  There  is  no  “analogy”  between  the  condition  of  a  slave 
and  that  of  the  citizens  of  Louisiana.  Every  man  knows  that 
these  citizens  were  not  the  property  of  any  man,  or  set  of  men ; 
that  they  were  not  held  to  involuntary  service ;  that  they  were 
free  to  stay  or  remove — were  free  subjects  of  a  free  province.  And 
thus  we  believe  that  nearly  the  whole  of  that  argument  in  the 
Princeton  Repertory  is  based  upon  false  positions.  We  doubt 
not  but  that  they  were  honestly  made,  but  to  us  they  seem 
palpably  erroneous ;  and  we  have  referred  to  it,  thus  often  and 
extendedly,  because  it  has  been  retailed  and  reiterated  so  long 
and  so  extensively  through  the  South;  that  it  has  become  the 
stereotyped  argument  of  almost  every  apologist  for  slavery.  But 
after  all,  when  the  battery  of  logic  is  exhausted,  and  criticism 
drained  of  her  lore,  men  will  still  say,  when  it  comes  to  their  case : 
“  Give  me  liberty,  or  give  me  death ;”  take  my  horse,  my  house, 
my  farm — all;  but  let  me  own  myself.  To  take  me,  “is  a  crime 
in  itself.” 

2.  Slavery  is  sinful  because  it  takes  from  man  his  right  to  serve 
God  as  lie  chooses — as  his  judgment  and  conscience-shall  dictate. 
This  right,  to  man,  is  the  most  sacred  of  all  others,  because  its 
invasion  affects  his  immortal  interests,  his  destiny  in  the  spirit- 
world.  Robbery  of  temporal  rights  can  follow  the  poor  man  no 
farther  than  the  grave ;  but  robbery  of  religious  interests  will  be 
felt  through  the  cycles  of  eternity.  Hence  Holy  AVrit  records 
no  miracles  so  replete  with  disapprobation  as  those  wrought  in 
defense  of  this  right  to  worship  God  as  we  choose.  The  deliver¬ 
ance  of  the  three  Hebrews  from  the  fiery  furnace,  of  Daniel  from 
the  lions’  den,  the  exodus  of  the  children  of  Israel,  the  waters 
that  became  stagnant  pools  of  blood,  the  boils  and  blains  on 
man  and  beast,  the  streets  and  highways  piled  up  with  things  of 
loathsome  form,  the  fire  and  hail  that  played  in  dread  confusion 
in  their  pathway,  the  loathsomeness  of  the  kneading-troughs, 
the  chambers  and  couches  filled  with  the  death-groans  of  the 
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first-born,  and  above  all,  that  stretched-out  arm  that  overthrew 
Pharaoh  and  his  hosts,  and  stranded  them  like  wrecks  upon  the 
billows  of  the  sea,  are  so  many  moral  monuments  of  God’s  dis¬ 
pleasure  at  religious  tyranny,  and  decision  that  each  man  has  a 
right  to  worship  God  vjhere  and  as  he  chooses. 

So  thought  our  forefathers  when  they  forsook  their  friends  and 
property,  the  homes  of  their  youth  and  graves  of  their  fathers, 
perilled  the  dangers  of  the  ocean  and  blasts  of  winter,  that  they 
might  plant  in  the  unbroken  wilderness  temples  which  should 
be  a  resting-place  to  every  soul,  and  institutions  securing  religious 
liberty  to  men  of  every  land.  And  oh !  is  it  true  that  in  this  land, 
dedicated  to  religious  freedom,  there  are  three  millions  of  inno¬ 
cent,  unoffending  beings  so  fettered  by  the  vote  of  Christians, 
that  they  can  worship  only  as  the  judgment  or  caprice  of  mas¬ 
ters,  long  accustomed  to  usurpation,  may  dictate?  Is  it  true 
that  the  toil-worn  slave  and  Christian  pilgrim  cannot  have  the 
privilege  of  cheering  his  burdened  soul  by  mingling  his  voice  and 
his  prayers  at  the  house  and  with  the  people  of  his  choice?  Do 
we  not  only  burden  the  body  of  the  poor  unoffending  man,  but 
then  fetter  his  soul — trammel  his  immortal  interests — maim  his 
spirit  for  all  coming  time?  Was  ever  robbery  more  complete, 
despotism  more  galling,  and  sacrilege  more  demoniacal?  Is  not 
this  sinful?  And  if  we  persist  in  our  oppression,  shall  we  not 
incur  the  wrath  of  Him  who  hath  said :  “  Thou  shalt  neither  vex 

a  stranger,  nor  oppress  him  : . if  thou  afflict  them  in  any 

wise,  and  they  cry  at  all  unto  me,  I  will  surely  hear  their  cry ; 
and  my  wrath  shall  wax  hot,  and  I  will  kill  you  with  the  sword ; 
and  your  wives  shall  be  widows,  and  your  children  fatherless.” 
O  reader,  let  us  run  to  and  fro  through  the  land,  calling  upon 
our  brethren  to  turn  from  their  evil  doings — rush  to  the  sanc¬ 
tuary — tear  from  the  altar  the  monster  of  oppression,  that  we 
may  avert  the  swift  judgment  of  God  Almighty.  The  world,  too, 
is  waking  to  freedom.  Borne  on  every  breeze  that  crosses  the 
Atlantic,  come  the  sweet  tones  of  a  universal  jubilee.  Shall 
transatlantic  States  become  our  exemplars,  and  Mussulmans  our 
teachers?  Shall  we,  who  were  first  to  raise  the  banner  of  liberty, 
be  last  to  cease  swaying  the  sceptre  of  despotism  ?  Ye  sons  of  the 
fair  South,  let  us,  with  all  those  of  every  State  who  are  lovers 
of  that  which  is  right,  generous,  and  noble,  purify  the  sanctuary 
from  all  oppression — rally  to  the  ballot-box — tear  down  that 
fustian  flag  from  our  Capitol,  which  waves  a  falsehood  to  every 
breeze,  and  hoist  in  its  stead  one  that  in  truth  and  verity  will 
12 


134 


SLAVERY  SINFUL  IN  ITSELF. 


proclaim  to  the  wide  world,  Man  is  free — made  so  by  the 
“genius  of  universal  emancipation.” 

3.  Slavery  takes  from  man  the  right  of  personal  security. 

Personal  security  is  also  classed  among  the  natural  rights  of 
man ;  for  the  protection  of  which,  says  our  Declaration  of  Inde¬ 
pendence,  “governments  are  instituted  among  men,  deriving 
their  just  powers  from  the  consent  of  the  governed ;  that  when¬ 
ever  any  form  of  government  becomes  destructive  of  these  ends, 
it  is  the  right  of  the  people  to  alter  or  abolish  it.” 

The  law  of  God  also  forbids  the  invasion  of  this  right.  The 
sixth  commandment  forbids  that  injury  should  be  offered  to  the 
person  01  man. 

A  rule  of  interpretation,  as  recognized  both  in  civil  and  divine 
law,  is,  that  when  any  precept  forbids  the  highest  crime  of  any  class 
of  wrongs,  it  forbids  all  smaller  ones  of  the  same  class.  So  when 
the  sixth  command  forbids  us  to  kill  the  body  of  our  fellow-man, 
it  also  forbids  all  further  violences  that  may  be  offered  to  his  person. 

But  slavery  says  it  shall  be  lawful  to  violate  both  the  fundamen¬ 
tal  principle  of  the  civil  law,  and  the  plain  teachings  of  revealed 
law.  If  the  slave  shall  leave  the  master’s  premises  and  go  to 
another  for  the  purpose  of  worshipping  God,  or  of  performing  some 
duty  to  his  family,  slavery  makes  it  lawful  that  he  may  be  severely 
punished.  If  he  persist  in  duty,  or  resist  offered  violence,  with¬ 
out  any  attempt  to  injure  the  person  inflicting  punishment,  ho 
may  be  beaten  to  bloodshed.  The  civil  law  has  cut  the  sinews 
of  industry,  economy,  and  virtue,  by  taking  away  reputation  and 
a  recompense  for, labor;  it  has  placed  the  whip  in  the  hands  of 
the  master,  and  subjected  the  poor  slave  to  all  the  torture  that 
wanton  caprice,  brutal  lust,  or  malignant  spite  may  inflict.  And, 
said  the  Synod  of  Kentucky,  “if  we  could  calculate  the  amount 
of  woe  endured  by  ill-treated  slaves,  it  would  overwhelm  every 
compassionate  heart ;  it  would  move  even  the  obdurate  to  sym¬ 
pathy.” 

Even  though  the  physical  condition  of  the  slave  should  be 
comparatively  good,  yet  who  among  us  would  be  willing  to  have 
his  body  liable  to  such  inflictions ;  to  be  under  the  control  of 
some  petty  overseer,  paid  in  proportion  to  his  abilities  to  extort 
labor  and  subjection  from  the  poor  slave '  or  under  a  master 
with  irresponsible  power  ?  Oh,  my  dear  readers,  those  of  us 
who  may  be  husbands  or  parents,  let  us  for  a  moment  im¬ 
agine  what  would  be  the  anguish  of  our  souls  if  we  were  com¬ 
pelled  to  stand  by  and  see  the  cowhide  applied  to  the  tender 
flesh  of  the  wife  of  our  bosom,  or  the  child  of  our  love.  Who, 
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oh !  who,  that  has  the  feelings  of  a  man,  could  look  upon  such 
a  sight  ?  Were  it  your  case,  dear  reader,  overruled,  as  is  the 
poor  slave,  by  superior  numbers  and  cruel  laws,  all  that  you 
could  do  would  be  to  wipe  from  your  eyes  the  tear  of  sorrow, 
and  hide  within  your  bosom  that  anguish  of  soul  that  knows 
nothing  more  bitter  this  side  the  grave.  And  though  their 
bodies  were  spared,  and  were  what  is  termed  “  well  clothed 
and  well  fed,”  still,  could  you  bear  to  see  them  driven  like  beasts 
of  burden  to  unrequited  toil,  and  the  eyes  of  their  mind  put 
out? 

Every  stroke  of  the  slave  is  extorted  by  fear ;  for  no  man  will, 
as  a  slave,  toil  without  recompense,  except  from  fear  of  punish¬ 
ment.  And  has  it  come  to  this,  that  in  liberty-boasting  America, 
three  millions  of  our  fellow-beings  are  driven  under  the  lash,  like 
beasts,  to  toil  for  the  ease,  the  wealth,  the  pride  of  others?  Was 
ever  despotism  so  complete  and  so  degrading?  And  must  this 
be  the  condition  of  man,  who  was  made  a  little  lower  than  the 
angels  ?  Forbid  it  humanity,  forbid  it  Heaven  !  Truly  may  we 
say,  in  the  language  of  Holy  Writ,  “Judgment  is  turned  away 
backward,  and  justice  standeth  afar  off ;  for  truth  is  fallen  in  the 
streets,  and  equity  cannot  enter.  And  the  Lord  saw  it,  and  it 
displeased  him  that  there  was  no  judgment.”  Nor  may  we, 
either  as  slaveholders  or  non-slaveholders,  say,  I  have  not  done 
it:  “For  if  thou  forbear  to  deliver  them  that  are  drawn  to 
death,  and  those  that  are  ready  to  be  slain  ;  if  thou  sayest,  Be¬ 
hold,  we  knew  it  not;  doth  not  he  that  pondereth  the  heart 
consider  it  ?  and  he  that  keepeth  thy  soul,  doth  he  not  know  it? 
and  shall  he  not  render  to  every  man  according  to  his  works  ?” 
No  man  can  do  his  duty  and  be  silent.  The  God  of  his  being 
and  final  destiny  demands  action  at  his  hands. 

4.  Slavery  takes  from  man  the  right  to  acquire  and  hold 
property. 

Every  man  lias  by  nature  a  right  to  the  products  of  his  own 
labor.  Whatever  value  I  create  by  my  own  labor,  or  by  the 
innocent  use  of  the  other  means  which  God  has  given  me,  is 
mine.  So  says  Wayland.  This,  indeed,  is  the  true  ground  on 
which  all  men  originally  acquire  a  right  to  property.  The 
fruits  of  the  tree,  the  timber  of  the  forest,  the  fish  of  the  sea,  the 
ground  we  cultivate,  survey  or  inclose,  become  ours  by  labor 
bestowed.  So  plain  is  this  truth,  that  the  large  mass  of  the 
human  family  have  acted  upon  it  for  more  than  five  thousand 
years.  The  defense  of  this  right  was  the  ground  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Revolution.  “  The  objection  which  the  fathers  of  the  Revo- 
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lution  had  to  being  taxed  by  a  Parliament  in  which  they  were 
not  represented,  was,  that  Parliament  on  this  basis  was  em¬ 
powered  to  swell  their  taxes,  so  as  to  draw  from  the  people  all 
their  earnings,  save  a  bare  subsistence,  and  to  go  even  below 
this,  into  their  needful  bread.  This,  said  the  revolutionists, 
destroys  in  us  the  right  of  getting  and  holding  property''  This 
was  a  right  on  which  depended  the  welfare  of  themselves,  their 
families,  and  their  country  ;  a  right  so  dear,  so  valuable,  that  for 
it  they  were  willing  to  peril  their  lives,  and  shed  their  hearts’ 
blood.  And  shall  we,  their  descendants,  who  annually  celebrate 
their  virtues,  and  laud  their  patriotic  deeds,  be  guilty  of  a  system 
of  oppression  a  thousand  fold  more  grievous  than  British  Parlia¬ 
ments  ever  heaped  upon  American  colonies  ? 

The  Bible  teaches  the  same  great  truth :  that  man  has  a  right 
to  the  proceeds  of  his  own  labor.  The  ground  on  which  Abra¬ 
ham  claimed  the  well,  usurped  by  the  servants  of  Abimelech, 
was,  that  he,  Abraham,  had  digged  the  well.  Gen.  xxi.  25-30. 
He  had  a  right  to  his  own  labor,  and  that  produced  by  his  labor. 
This  is  a  clear  and  a  strong  case.  It  is  very  pertinent  to  the 
question  under  discussion.  The  eight  and  tenth  commandments 
forbid  that  one  man  shall  take  the  property,  the  goods  produced  by 
the  labor  of  another.  It  is  a  sin  to  do  it.  And  if  one  man  has 
not  a  right  to  the  proceeds  of  another  man’s  labor,  much  less  has 
he  a  light  to  the  labor  itself.  “  Labor,  the  basis  of  the  right  of 
property,  cannot  be  the  subject  of  property.” — Locke.  Further 
and  stronger,  the  Bible  pronounces  an  awful  curse  upon  those 
who  rob  their  fellow-men  of  their  labor,  or  withold  from  them 
the  reward  due  to  them  for  their  labor.  “  Wo  unto  him  that 
buildeth  his  house  by  unrighteousness,  and  his  chambers  by 
wrong;  that  itseth  iiis  neighbor’s  service  without  wages, 
and  givetii  him  not  for  his  work.”  Jer.  xxii.  13. 

Slavery  then  is  sin — sinful  in  itself.  Every  essential  element 
of  it  is  sinful.  It  is  a  robbery  of  man’s  right  to  serve  God  as  he 
chooses — of  his  right  to  personal  ownership — of  his  right  to 
personal  security — of  his  right  to  acquire,  hold  and  disburse 
property.  It  is  a  complication  of  sins ;  and  it  was  in  view  of 
the  privation  of  these  many  rights,  that  Wesley  styled  it  “  the 
sum  of  all  villanies.”  It  is  in  view  of  this  robbery  of  man’s 
natural  rights  that  we  decide  that  slavery  is  always  and  in  all 
cases  sinful.  Some  try  to  disprove  this  by  saying,  “  A  man  may 
buy  a  slave  for  the  purpose  of  freeing  him — this  cannot  be  sin — 
therefore  slavery  is  not  in  all  cases  sinful.”  To  this  we  reply  : 

(1.)  The  man  enters  upon  the  relation  of  master  to  a  slave,  not 
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because  slavery  is  a  good  thing,  but  that  be  may  destroy  a  wrong 
thing. 

(2.)  The  existence  or  relation  of  slavery  does  not  depend  alone 
upon  the  intentions  of  the  master.  The  law  holds  the  purchased 
man  as  the  property  of  the  purchaser,  subject  to  all  the  liabilities 
of  property.  Should  the  master  be  in  debt,  the  law  seizes  the 
purchased  man  immediately,  and  sells  him  for  the  master’s  debts 
into  interminable  bondage.  Or,  on  the  other  hand,  should  the 
master  die  before  he  had  time  to  get  a  decree  of  court  for  the 
slave’s  emancipation,  the  slave  is  given  by  law  to  unfeeling  heirs. 
The  law ,  in  holding  the  slave  thus,  deprives  him  of  personal 
ownership — of  personal  security — of  right  to  the  proceeds  of  his 
i  labor — of  right  to  worship  his  God  where  and  when  he  chooses — 
of  the  right  to  his  wife  and  his  child.  Now  the  law ,  in  creating 
\  and  'perpetuating  such  a  relation,  creates  and  perpetuates  one 
!  which  is  sinful  as  long  as  it  exists.  The  master’s  intentions  may 
have  been  good,  and  he  may  have  desired  the  relation  to  cease, 
and  the  purchased  man  to  be  free,  the  moment  after  he  bought 
the  slave.  But  the  law  holds  that  man  as  property — robbed  of 
his  natural  rights — until  the  master  can  obtain  a  decree  of  court, 
and  lodge  in  the  office  a  deed  of  emancipation.  As  long  as  the 
law  continues  the  relation,  it  continues  one  which  is  in  itself 
sinful.  Slavery  then  may  be  sinful,  but  the  master  may  have 
been  innocent  in  his  intentions. 

(3.)  Such  a  master  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  a  slaveholder,  but 
only  an  emancipator.  He  does  not  hold  the  purchased  man — - 
he  does  not  wish  to  do  so  for  a  single  moment.  The  law  is  the 
slaveholder.  Slavery  then,  whether  continued  by  the  law  or  the 
master,  is  always  sinful,  because  it  is  the  robbery  of  man’s 
dearest  rights — the  right  to  possess — the  right  to  be  a  man  and 
act  as  a  man.  Never  was  despotism  more  galling.  Even  the 
Pasha  of  Egypt,  though  he  claims  the  land  on  which  his  subjects 
live,  and  a  large  part  of  what  they  raise,  yet  leaves  them  the 
owners  of  themselves ,  their  wives,  their  children,  their  household 
stuff,  and  a  part  of  what  they  raise ;  but  slavery  talces  all.  Other 
despots  leave  a  part,  but  slaveholders  take  all.  It  is  worse  than 
highway  robbery.  The  robber,  so  he  get  my  property,  is  willing 
to  leave  me  the  owner  of  my  wife,  my  child,  and  myself,  that  I 
may  acquire  more ;  but  slavery  takes  all.  And  tell  me  not  that 
this  MONSTER  SIN,  this  complication  of  wrongs,  is  sanctioned 
or  even  tolerated  by  the  Bible.  Has  God  given  us  a  long  list  of 
commandments  guarding  man’s  every  right,  and  then  sanctioned 
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this  great  iniquity,  which,  at  one  fell  blow,  robs  man  of  all  rights  ?  us 
It  cannot  be.  “A 

And  if  those  of  us  who  are  non-slaveholders  stand  silent  by ,  it 

wink  at,  and  with  our  vote  sustain  this  cruel  system,  we  are 
participants  in  the  slaveholder’s  robbery,  and  the  nation’s  ruin. 

If  I  should  push  a  man  into  the  stream,  and  you  should  run  L 

down  and  deliberately  hold  his  head  under  until  you  should  in 

witness  the  last  death  gasp,  would  you  not  be  equally  guilty  ?  se 

Remember  this.  It  was  very  forcible  to  my  mind  the  first  time  j  Ti 
I  heard  it.  Reader,  let  us  now  covenant  that  we  will  not  again  I  si 
vote  in  a  way  that  will  encourge,  or  even  tolerate  slavery  or  I  tli 
slaveholding.  I,  for  one,  will  lose  my  vote  before  I  will  give  it  t! 

to  perpetuate  what  I  now  believe  to  be  one  of  the  worst  evils,  ai 

morally,  and  politically,  in  our  nation.  Fraudulent  banks  and  !  n 
unjust  tariffs  are  nothing  in  comparison  writh  slavery.  And  just  I  11 
so  soon  as  the  political  parties  see  that  there  is  a  balance  of  |  1 
power,  however  small,  in  any  county  or  State  which  will  not  vote  j  - 
so  as  to  sanction  slavery,  then  they  will  put  up  candidates  who  1  e 
are  not  slaveholders.  Then  the  work  will  be  done.  The  plan  is  [  s 

simple,  easy,  and  certain.  Facts  have  already  proved  it.  Reader,  t 

let  us  not  hold  the  head  of  the  poor  man  under  any  longer. 

EVILS  CONNECTED  WITH  SLAVERY. 

1  1 

"We  now  specify  some  of  those  evils  which  grow  out  of  slavery,  I  n 
and  are  always  connected  with  slavery.  And  here  let  me 
state  an  admitted  truth  :  It  is  always  sinful  for  us  to  practice ,  j 

or  sanction  by  our  voice  or  vote,  a  practice  which  of  itself  neces¬ 
sarily  brings  evil  upon  our  fellow-men ,  the  Church  of  Christ, 
and  our  country.  If  the  practice  even  occasion  others  to  do 
wrong,  and  is  not  essential,  we  should  abandon  it.  Paul  says, 

“  If  meat  make  my  brother  to  offend,  I  will  eat  no  flesh  while 
the  world  standeth,  lest  I  make  my  brother  to  offend .”  “  It  is  good 
not  to  eat  flesh,  nor  to  drink  wine,  nor  any  thing  whereby  thy 
brother  stumbleth,  or  is  offended,  or  is  made  weak.”  And  that 
all  pretext  for  false  logic  may  be  removed,  we  would  note 
specially,  that  w'e  do  not  say  that  those  things  (such  as  the 
parental  and  marriage  relations)  wdiich  are  in  themselves  right, 
good,  and  essential,  should  be  put  away  because  they  may  be  and 
are  abused  ;  but  those  things  which  are  not  essential,  not  good, 
and  always  occasion  or  directly  produce  evil,  such  it  is  sinful  for 
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us  to  practice  or  sanction,  for  it  is  a  violation  of  the  law  of  love. 
“And  to  him  that  knoweth  to  do  good,  and  doeth  it  not,  to  him 
it  is  sin.” 

I.  Slavery  is  an  evil  to  the  slave. 

1.  It  removes  from  the  slave  some  of  the  strongest  motives 
to  virtue,  and  the  greatest  restraints  from  vice.  God  has  placed 
in  man  a  love  of  approbation,  a  desire  for  family  preferment,  a 
sense  of  character,  a  desire  for  property,  a  thirst  for  knowledge. 
These  are  the  natural  incentives  to  industry  and  virtue,  and  are- 
surpassed  in  their  invigorating  and  healthful  tendencies  only  by 
the  motives  of  the  gospel.  They  are  the  springs  to  action,  and 
the  “salt  that  saves  from  corruption.”  But  slavery  takes  these 
away,  and  leaves  a  man  exposed  to  the  baser  passions  of  his  cor¬ 
rupt  nature.  Not  being  able  to  possess  any  thing,  he  has  no. 
motive  to  industry  but  the  lash.  It  is  not  then  surprising  that 
he  is  slothful,  negligent,  stupid.  Who  would  not  be  so  under- 
such  circumstances,  with  his  mind  shrouded  in  ignorance,  his 
energies  crushed  by  subjugation,  and  his  appetite  bestialized  with 
sensuality?  Would  not  the  white  man  be  so,  were  he  kept  in 
this  condition  for  centuries  ?  Having  no  opportunities  of  rising 
to  respectability  in  society,  knowledge,  skill,  and  virtue  are  con¬ 
sidered  by  him  of  but  little  utility.  Hence  so  little  effort  to 
secure  or  possess  them.  Having  no  reputation  to  lose,  either  for 
himself  or  his  family,  he  has  but  little  to  restrain  him  from  the 
commission  of  vice  or  crime  when  temptations  come.  To  evade 
chastisement  for  want  of  industry,  economy,  or  virtue,  he  be¬ 
comes  a  liar.  To  gratify  the  desire  for  property,  and  to  have  a 
little  pocket  money  to  get  small  articles  for  himself  and  family, 
he  becomes  a  thief.  Or,  if  unwilling  to  get  these  articles  in  this 
way,  having  his  time  occupied  during  the  week  in  the  service  of 
his  master,  he  becomes  a  Sabbath-breaker,  by  employing  that  day 
in  making  and  selling  his  brooms,  trays,  &c.  This  he  would  not 
do  but  to  procure  money  to  buy  little  articles  for  himself  and 
children.  It  makes  him  in  heart  a  murderer,  in  hating  the  man 
who  robs  him  of  his  rights,  or  oppresses  him.  Does  not  slavery 
sink  the  slave  into  the  greatest  depths  of  moral  degradation  ? 
Surely  we  may  say  it  is  worse  for  his  soul  than  for  his  body. 
And  can  any  man  love  his  neighbor  as  himself,  and  wilfully 
practice  the  system,  or  even  silently  consent  to  it,  and  tolerate  it 
in  the  land,  so  long  as  he  has  a  mouth  to  speak,  property  to  em¬ 
ploy,  or  a  vote  to  give  ? 

2.  Slavery  violates  the  marriage  relation,  occasions  the  slave 
to  disregard  it,  and  practice  the  consequent  vice,  concubinage. 
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Slavery,  as  we  have  noticed  before,  is  a  creature  of  law  ;  hence, 
whether  the  master  wishes  to  separate  the  slave  from  his  com¬ 
panion  or  not,  if  he  should  die,  or  get  in  debt,  either  by  extrava¬ 
gance  or  by  becoming  security,  the  law  seizes  his  slaves,  sunders 
husband  and  wife,  sends  them  east,  west,  north,  or  south — wher¬ 
ever  it  can  get  the  highest  bidder.*  Thus  does  law,  sustained  by 


*  The  following  picture,  from  the  Christian  Advocate  and  Journal, 
(Methodist,)  is  only  one  of  the  thousand  daily  occurrences  m  every  slave 
State:  “At  Wilmington.  North  Carolina,  as  I  went  on  board  the  steam¬ 
boat,  I  noticed  eight  colored  men,  hand-cuffed  and  chained  together  in 
pairs,  four  women,  and  eight  or  ten  children,  of  the  apparent  ages  of  from 
four  to  ten  years,  all  standing  together  in  the  bow  of  the  boat,  in  charge 
of  a  man  standing  near  them.  Of  the  men,  one  was  sixty,  one  was  fifty- 
two,  three  of  them  about  thirty,  two  of  them  about  twenty-five,  and  one 
about  twenty  years  of  age,  as  I  subsequently  learned  from  them.  The 
two  first  had  children,  the  next  three  had  wives  and  children,  and  the 
other  three  were  single,  but  had  parents  living  from  them.  Coming  near 
them,  I  perceived  they  were  all  greatly  agitated ;  and,  on  inquiring,  I 
found  that  they  were  all  slaves,  who  had  been  born  and  raised  in  North 
Carolina,  and  had  just  been  sold  to  a  speculator  who  was  now  taking  them 
to  the  Charleston  market.  Upon  the  shore  there  were  a  number  of  colored 
persons,  women  and  children,  waiting  the  departure  of  the  boat;  and  my 
attention  was  particularly  attracted  by  two  colored  females  of  uncom¬ 
monly  respectable  appearance,  neatly  attired,  who  stood  together,  at  a 
little  distance  from  the  crowd,  and  upon  whose  countenances  was  depicted 
the  keenest  sorrow.  As  the  last  bell  was  tolling,  I  saw  the  tears  gushing 
from  their  eyes,  and  they  raised  their  neat  cotton  aprons  and  wiped  their 
faces  under  the  cutting  anguish  of  severed  affection.  They  were  the 
wives  of  two  of  the  men  in  chains.  There,  too,  were  mothers  and  sisters, 
weeping  at  the  departure  of  their  sons  and  brothers ;  and  there,  too,  were 
fathers,  taking  the  last  look  of  their  wives  and  children.  My  whole  atten¬ 
tion  was  directed  to  those  on  the  shore,  as  they  seemed  to  stand  in 
solemn,  submissive  silence,  occasionally  giving  utterance  to  the  intensity 
of  their  feelings  by  a  sigh  or  a  stifled  groan.  As  the  boat  was  loosed 
from  her  moorings,  they  cast  a  distressed,  lingering  look  towards  those  on 
board,  and  turned  away  in  silence.  My  eyes  now  turned  to  those  on  the 
boat ;  and  although  I  had  tried  to  control  my  feelings  amidst  my  sym¬ 
pathies  for  those  on  shore,  I  could  conceal  them  no  longer,  and  I  found 
myself  literally  ‘  weeping  with  those  that  weep.’  I  stood  near  them,  and 
when  one  of  the  husbands  saw  his  wife  upon  the  shore  wave  her  hand  for 
the  last  time,  in  token  of  her  affection,  his  manly  efforts  to  restra  in  his  feelings 
gave  way,  and  fixing  his  watery  eyes  upon  her,  he  exclaimed,  ‘  This  is 
the  most  distressing  thing  of  all !  My  dear  wife  and  children,  farewell  1  ’ 
The  husband  of  the  other  wife  stood  weeping  in  silence,  and  with  his 
manacled  hands  raised  to  his  face,  as  he  looked  upon  her  for  the  last  time. 
Of  the  poor  women  on  board,  three  of  them  had  husbands  whom  they  left 
behind.  One  of  them  had  three  children,  another  had  two,  and  the  third 
had  none.  These  husbands  and  fathers  were  among  the  throng  upon  the 
shore,  witnessing  the  departure  of  their  wives  and  children,  and  as  they  took 
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Christians,  violate  one  of  Cod's  plainest  commands  :  *•  What  God 
hath  joined  together,  let  no  man  put  asunder."  Do  you  say,  Pass 
a  law  preventing  the  sale  of  the  slave  !  This  would  destroy  one 
of  the  essential  elements  of  slavery,  the  chattel  principle,  and 
lead  to  the  abolition  of  slavery.  Just  take  away  the  barbarous 
law  that  makes  man  the  property  of  his  fellow-man,  and  thus 
violates  the  law  of  God,  and  we  have  no  more  of  slavery. 

We  said  that  slavery  causes  the  slave  to  disregard  the  relation 
of  marriage,  and  practice  the  consequent  vice,  concubinage.  In 
our  land,  marriage,  as  a  civil  ordinance,  they  do  not  enjoy. 
Our  laws  do  not  recognize  this  relation  among  them,  nor  defend 


their  leave  of  them  they  were  sitting  together  upon  the  floor  of  the  boai. 
sobbing  in  silence,  but  giving  utterance  to  no  complaint  But  tbe  dis¬ 
tressing  scene  was  not  yet  ended.  Passing  down  the  Cape  Fear  river 
twenty-five  miles,  we  touched  at  the  little  village  of  Smithport,  on  the 
south  side  of  the  river.  It  was  at  this  place  that  one  of  these  slaves 
lived,  and  here  were  his  wife  and  five  children ;  and  while  at  work  on 
Monday  last  his  purchaser  took  him  away  from  his  family,  carried  him  in 
chains  to  Wilmington,  where  he  had  since  remained  in  jaiL  As  we  ap¬ 
proached  the  wharf  a  flood  of  tears  gushed  from  his  eyes,  and  anguish 
seemed  to  have  pierced  his  heart  The  beat  stopped  but  a  moment,  and 
as  she  left,  he  bade  farewell  to  some  of  his  acquaintance  whom  he  saw 
upon  the  shore,  exclaiming.  ‘  Boys,  I  wish  you  well ;  tell  Molly  (meaning 
his  wife)  and  the  children  I  wish  them  well,  and  hope  God  will  bless 
them.’  At  that  moment  he  espied  his  wife  on  the  stoop  of  a  house  some 
rods  from  the  shore,  and  with  one  hand  which  was  not  in  the  hand-cuff-, 
he  pulled  off  his  old  hat,  and  waving  it  towards  her,  exclaimed.  ‘  Farewell  1 5 
As  he  saw  by  the  waving  of  her  apron  that  she  recognized  him,  he 
leaned  back  upon  the  railing,  and  with  a  faltering  voice  repeated,  ‘Fare¬ 
well,  for  ever.'  After  a  moment's  silence,  conflicting  passions  seemed  to 
tear  open  his  heart,  and  he  exclaimed,  *  What  have  I  done  that  I  should 
suffer  this  doom  ?  Oh,  my  wife  and  children,  I  want  to  live  no  longer  ' ' 
And  then  the  big  tear  rolled  down  his  cheek,  which  he  wiped  away  with 
the  palm  of  his  unchained  hand,  looked  once  more  at  the  mother  of  his 
five  children,  and  the  turning  of  the  boat  hid  her  face  from  him  fur  ever. 
As  I  looked  around  I  saw  that  mine  was  not  the  onlv  heart  that  had  been 
affected  by  the  scene,  but  that  the  tears  standing  in  the  eyes  of  many  cf 
my  fellow-passengers  bore  testimony  to  the  influence  of  human  sympathy ; 
and  I  could,  as  an  American  citizen,  standing  within  the  limits  of  one  of 
the  old  thirteen  States,  but  repeat  the  language  of  Mr.  Jefferson,  in  rela 
tion  to  the  general  subject,  ‘  I  tremble  when  I  think  that  God  is  just.'  ” 
And  now,  reader,  it  is  more  than  probable  that  your  silence  in  the  church, 
and  vote  at  the  ballot-box,  have  sanctioned,  yea,  directly  decreed  the  cruel 
law  that  thus  sunders  the  dearest  ties  on  earth,  and  the  plainest  com¬ 
mand  of  God.  And  here  we  complain,  not  of  tattered  garments,  of 
lacerated  bodies,  or  of  starved  and  emaciated  frames,  but  of  this  crush¬ 
ing  of  the  heart's  dearest  solace,  this  robbery  of  earth's  most  precious 
treasures,  this  itvaDEE  of  affections.  Oh  !  it  is  of  this  we  complain. 
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it,  nor  enforce  its  duties.  This  would  interfere  with  the  claims 
and  interests  of  the  master.  Hence,  to  use  the  language  of  the 
slave,  they  “  take  up  with  one  another.”  And  this  continues  as 
long  as  their  own  convenience,  and  that  of  the  master,  requires. 

Marriage  is  the  great  preservative  against  the  abhorrent  vices 
of  concubinage  and  adultery.  It  is  the  origin  of  those  strong 
ties  which  cement  and  bind  together  society.  It  is  the  fountain 
of  the  dearest  earthly  pleasures  that  man  enjoys — domestic  bliss. 
Without  it,  the  endearing  relations  of  husband  and  wife,  parent 
and  child,  would  be  unknown.  Without  it,  man  and  woman 
would  wander  forth,  selfish,  shameless,  and  unrestrained,  like 
one  vast  herd  of  brutes.  And  yet  the  very  tendency  of  our  sys¬ 
tem  of  slavery  is  to  abolish  it.  Christians !  yea,  all  lovers  of  vir¬ 
tue  and  order !  what  would  you  think,  and  how  would  you  act, 
<did  these  evils  exist  to  «e  same  extent  among  the  whites  ?  And 
are  they  any  the  less  ruinous  to  society,  and  any  the,  less  criminal 
in  the  sight  of  God,  in  the  black  man  than  in  the  white  man  ? 
How  many  there  are  in  our  midst  who  are  parents,  and  yet 
know  no  one  that  they  can  call  husband  or  wife !  And  how 
many,  even  of  those  in  whose  veins  courses  much  of  the  blood 
of  the  white  man,  who  know  not  their  parents  !  Oh  !  is  it  true 
there  is  a  single  woman  in  the  whole  South  who  is  opposed  to 
the  abolition  of  slavery,  when  she  remembers  how  many  bosoms 
have  been  wrung  with  anguish  at  the  reflection  that  the  husbands 
■of  their  choice  have  been  unfaithful,  in  cases  that  never  would  have 
occurred  had  it  not  been  for  slavery  ?  And  I  will  ask  one  more 
■question.  Is  there  in  our  State,  even  among  Christians,  as  much 
regard  for  the  purity  of  the  marriage  relation  of  their  slaves,  and 
the  proper  descent  of  slave  children,  as  there  is  to  have  the  best 
-stock  of  sheep,  hogs,  cattle,  to  say  nothing  of  horses  ?  May  God 
pardon  our  shameful  neglect  of  a  relation  which  he  has  so  greatly 
honored. 

3.  Slavery  keeps  the  slave  in  hopeless  ignorance. 

Most  persons  are  agreed  that  this  ignorance  is  necessary,  in 
order  to  the  continued  existence  or  perpetuity  of  slavery. 
Whether  this  be  true  or  not,  we  know',  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that 
the  large  mass  of  our  slaves  are  deplorably  ignorant.  And  we 
know  that  in  some  States  the  law  positively  forbids  their  instruc¬ 
tion;  and  in  all  others  many  masters  aie  opposed  to  their  in¬ 
struction,  lest  they  should  read  something  which  will  teach  them 
their  rights,  and  make  them  discontented.  And  almost  all  con- 
sent  to,  and  by  their  vote  decree,  that  such  shall  be  the  condition 
of  the  poor,  unoffending  slave.  But  should  we  seal  up  the  mind, 
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and  shut  the  door  of  knowledge  to  the  immortal  spirit,  lest  the 
slave  should  see  his  wrongs?  Would  we  feel  that  we  are  justi¬ 
fiable  in  cutting  off  the  hand  or  foot,  in  order  to  prevent  him 
from  escaping  from  forced  and  unwilling  servitude  ?  Every  feel¬ 
ing  of  our  nature  forbids  it.  Humanity  forbids  it.  God  forbids 
it.  And  is  it  any  the  less  criminal  to  clog,  to  maim  the  mind, 
the  soul,  than  the  body  ?  “  If,  by  our  practice,  our  silence,  or 

our  sloth,  we  perpetuate  a  system  which  paralyzes  our  hands 
when  we  attempt  to  convey  to  them  the  bread  of  life,  and  which 
inevitably  consigns  the  great  mass  of  them  to  unending  perdition, 
can  we  be  guiltless  in  the  sight  of  Him  who  hath  made  us  stew- 
ards  of  his  grace  ?”  This  is  sinful.  What  the  Saviour  said  to 
the  lawyers  of  his  day,  he  may  be  considered  as  saying  to  Amer¬ 
ican  slaveholders:  “  Wo  unto  you  .  .  .  !  for  ye  have  taken  away 
the  key  of  knowledge :  ye  entered  nothin  yourselves,  and  them 
that  were  entering  in  ye  hindered.”  Luke  xi.  52. 

II.  Slavery  is  a  great  evil  to  the  master  and  his  family.  For 
reasons  which  we  have  stated  in  this  chapter,  the  slaves  are  often 
slothful,  negligent,  and  wasteful.  The  control  and  management 
of  such  is  often  wearisome  and  perplexing  to  a  perilous  degree. 
They  only  know  its  evils  who  have  tried  it.  In  view  of  them 
we  have  often  thought  of  the  words  of  Solomon :  “  Better  is  a 
little,  with  the  fear  of  the  Lord,  than  great  treasure  and  trouble 
therewith.”  “  Better  is  a  dinner  of  herbs  where  love  is,  than  a 
stalled  ox,  and  hatred  therewith.”  Prov.  xv.  10,  17. 

Also,  the  power  intrusted  to  masters  is,  to  a  great  degree, 
irresponsible.  The  history  of  man  shows  that  such  power  cannot 
be  often  exercised  by  him,  without  injury  to  his  own  soul,  and 
to  others.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  master  and  mistress 
are  more  than  human  nature  generally  is,  if  they  do  not  find 
irritability,  frctfulness,  habits  of  scolding,  pride,  contempt,  selfish¬ 
ness,  hard-heartedness,  and  other  evils  constantly  growing  upon 
them.  Says  Jefferson  :  “  The  w’hole  commerce  between  master 
and  slave  ’is  a  perpetual  exercise  of  the  most  boisterous  passions, 
the  most  unrelenting  despotism  on  the  one  part,  and  degrading 
submission  on  the  other.  Our  children  see  this,  and  learn  to  im¬ 
itate  it.  For  man  is  an.  imitative  animal.  This  quality  is  the 
germ  of  all  education  in  him.  From  his  cradle  to  his  grave  he 
is  learning  to  do  wThat  he  sees  others  do.  If  a  parent  could  find 
no  motive,  either  in  his  philanthropy  or  his  self-love,  for  restrain¬ 
ing  the  intemperance  of  passion  toward  his  slave,  it  should 
always  be  a  sufficient  one  that  his  child  is  present ;  but  generally 
it  is  not  sufficient.  The  parent  storms,  the  child  looks  on,  catches 
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the  lineaments  of  wrath,  puts  on  the  same  airs  in  the  circle  ■ 
smaller  slaves,  gives  loose  to  the  worst  of  passions,  and,  thus 
nursed,  educated,  and  daily  exercised  in  tyranny,  cannot  but  be 
stamped'  by  it  with  odious  peculiarities.  The  man  must  be  a 
prodigy  who  can  retain  his  manners  and  morals  undepraved  by 
such  circumstances.”  Truly,  slavery  is  evil,  and  only  evil  con¬ 
tinually. 

Further,  the  children  of  slaveholders  are  frequently  exempted 
from  that  labor  which  is  necessary  to  give  proper  development 
to  the  constitution,  or  health  to  the  body;  consequently,  they 
often  are  weak,  effeminate,  and  sickly.  Go  into  slaveholding  dis¬ 
tricts,  and  see  the  effeminacy  of  our  females ;  and  then  to  the 
public  burying-grounds,  and  behold  the  multitude  of  infant 
graves  planted  by  sickly  mothers,  and  you  will  be  ready  to  cry 
out,  Egypt’s  destroying  angel  is  already  in  our  land.  Also,  the 
habits  .acquired  under  such  circumstances  are  often  unfriendly  to 
cither  the  acquisition  of  knowledge  or  of  property.  Hence,  as 
political  economists  teach  us,  neither  this  nor  any  other  nation 
can  long  be  prosperous  where  one  part  are  not  producers  in  any 
sphere,  but  consumers  of  other  men’s  toil.  And  hence,  from 
this  and  other  fruits  of  slavery,  those  States  where  slavery  has 
long  been  in  existence  are  on  the  decline.  As  this  part  of  the 
-subject  belongs  to  statesmen  and  journalists,  I  will  hasten  to 
notice  another  fact. 

III.  Slavery  is  an  evil  to  the  Church. 

1.  It  keeps  in  our  State  two  hundred  thousand,  and  in  the 
■whole  South  three  millions  of  slaves,  unable  to  read  God’s  Word, 
ilt  is  impossible  that  a  people  so  ignorant  should  ever  be  efficient 
•or  useful  Christians.  They  have  neither  the  knowledge  nor 
means  to  become  such.  The  large  mass  of  them  receive  no 
Instruction,  (that  is,  in  spelling  or  reading,)  even  in  a  Sabbath- 
school.  In  almost  every  place  in  the  South,  where  there  is  not 
positive  law  forbidding  their  instruction,  public  sentiment  amounts 
to  a  prohibition  equally  effective.  But  do  you  ask,  “  Do  they 
not  receive  oral  instruction  ?”  I  answer,  yes,  of  its  kind — some- 
good  truths  mingled  with  what  we  believe  revolting  error — that 
the  God  of  the  Bible  is  a  respecter  of  persons  in  sanctioning  op¬ 
pression — the  robbery  of  the  slave’s  natural  rights.  Some  go  to 
the  same  church  where  their  masters  worship.  These  are  tho 
few,  who,  overcoming  all  the  neglect  and  indifference  shown 
them,  press  into  the  “  negro-pew ,”  (if  not  taken  up  by  whites  on 
special  occasions,)  or  into  tho  little  galleries  cut  from  the  far 
end.  Others  go  to  hear  preachers  of  their  own  color,  who  are 
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often  scarcely  able  to  read  a  sentence  of  God’s  holy  Word,  much 
less  able  to  explain  it.  In  some  places  white  preachers  preach 
to  them  directly.  Notwithstanding  these  hindrances,  some  of 
the  slaves  have  become  Christians,  exhibiting  many  of  the  essen¬ 
tial  principles  of  Christianity — kindness,  brotherly  love,  humility, 
meekness,  and  devotion.  Under  equally  favorable  circumstances, 
I  believe  the  negroes  would  be  the  most  religious  race  of  beings 
in  the  world.  -  But  every  man  knows  that  the  efficiency  of  the 
Church  depends,  in  a  great  degree,  upon  the  amount  of  Christian 
intelligence  in  its  members.  But  when  so  many  are  unable  to 
read  even  the  Word  of  God,  how  can  the  Church  be  efficient? 

2.  Slavery  keeps  many  of  the  whites  in  ignorance ;  and  thus 
prevents  the  gospel  from  being  effective  as  it  would  otherwise 
be  with  them.  The  children  of  the  large  slaveholders,  being 
raised  in  what  is  called  high  life,  when  educated,  must  be  sent 
to  “  high  schools  ”  in  cities  or  towns.  The  laborers  of  the  slave¬ 
holder,  being  slaves,  are  not  educated.  Hence  the  slaveholder 
feels  little  or  no  interest  in  sustaining  a  neighborhood  school. 
The  tendencies  of  slavery  being  to  monopolies  of  land,  and  to  the 
exclusion  of  school-going  children,  (that  is,  white  children,)  the 
children  of  other  portions  of  the  neighborhood  who  are  not  able 
to  send  their  children  away  to  fashionable  boarding-schools,  or 
to  make  a  school  within  convenient  distance,  or  to  defray  the 
expenses  of  one  themselves,  have  little  or  no  education. 

Slaveholders  often  form  or  accumulate  monopolies  of  land  and 
property.  These  men  (for  reasons  before  assigned,  and  not  de¬ 
siring  that  their  laborers  should  be  educated)  are  often  unwilling 
that  their  property  should  be  taxed  for  general  education. 
Hence  the  free-school  system  never  has  flourished  in  the  slave 
States,  and ,  as  a  consequence,  the  children  of  the  poor  man  have 
to  do  without  instruction.  And  hence  we  have  in  Kentucky 
45,000  white  persons,  over  20  years  of  age,  who  cannot  read  or 
write,  and  200,000  slaves  in  the  same  deplorable  condition ; 
giving  us  in  Kentucky  about  eight  persons  over  the  age  of  20, 
who  cannot  read  or  write,  to  one  in  Ohio  in  the  same  amount  of 
population.*  In  the  whole  of  the  slaveholding  States  we  have 
300,000  white  persons,  over  the  age  of  20,  who  cannot  read  or 
write,  and  more  than  three  millions  of  colored  people  in  the  same 
condition.  Many  of  those  children  who  have  the  opportunities 
of  acquiring  an  education,  have  never  been  accustomed  to  habits 


*  See  the  census  of  1840. 
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industry  and  application,  and  as  a  general  rule  do  not  become 

lorough  scholars,  do  not  acquire  more  than  fashion  demands, 

r  is  necessary  to  fit  for  common  business  transactions.  Hence, 
I  is  rare  to  meet  with  the  author  of  a  book  who  is  a  native  and 
•esident  of  the  South.  And  hence  we  have  but  few  men  who 
enter  the  ministry,  and  have  to  import  men  from  the  free  States 
to  fill  our  pulpits,  teach  in  our  schools,  our  academies,  and  our 
colleges. 

Because  the  slaves  are  not  allowed  to  be  educated,  and  the 
white  population  is  comparatively  sparse,  Sabbath-schools  are 
few  and  thinly  attended.  Hence  the  very  fountains  of  the 
Church,  of  early  piety,  and  of  efficient  Christianity,  are  dried  up. 
Does  not  slavery  affect,  yea,  deeply  affect  the  Church? 

3.  Slavery  causes  our  churches  to  be  few  and  feeble.  In  the 
days  of  the  apostle  he  said,  “  not  many  mighty,  not  many  noble 
were  called.”  So  now,  those  whose  minds  are  inflated  with  a 
“  little  brief  authority,”  whose  natural  pride  is  pampered  with 
the  accumulated  fruits  of  unrequited  toil  and  despised  caste — 
whose  consciences  are  seared  by  repeated  acts  of  injustice  and 
oppression — whose  wills  are  made  more  stubborn  by  a  life  of 
continued  domination — comparatively  few  such  persons  receive 
a  meek  and  self-denying  gospel.  The  pride  cultivated  is  hostile 
to  the  true  spirit  of  the  gospel. 

The  slaves  are  mere  nominal  members.  They  have  no  voice 
in  the  affairs  of  the  Church,  truth,  or  spread  of  the  gospel. 
Further,  they  have  no  means  to  encourage  or  sustain  the  minis¬ 
tration  of  the  gospel.  Here  exist  impossibilities  to  a  successful 
and  efficient  gospel. 

Further,  slavery  makes  our  population  sparse,  by  shutting  out 
the  artist,  the  mechanic,  the  manufacturer,  the  free  laborer.  The 
history  of  the  gospel  teaches  us  that  it  is  with  these  industrious 
and  virtuous  classes  that  the  gospel  makes  the  greatest  progress. 
These  indisputable  facts  existing,  it  is  impossible  that  our  churches 
should  be  either  as  numerous  or  efficient  as  they  would  be  did 
slavery  not  exist  among  us. 

4.  Slavery  dries  up  the  fountains  of  true  benevolent  enter¬ 
prise.  The  master,  or  man,  who  is  taught  to  regard  one  portion 
of  the  human  family  as  chattels,  the  mere  subject  of  his  inter¬ 
ests  and  pleasure,  will  not  generally  feel  for  man  as  man,  nor 
often  feel  a  spirit  of  true  benevolence.  Hence,  Massachusetts 
alone  is  computed  as  giving  more  to  the  cause  of  foreign  mis¬ 
sions  (and  perhaps  to  the  general  cause  of  benevolence)  than 
the  whole  South.  The  donations  here  given  are  generally  either 


EVILS  CONNECTED  WITH  SLAVERY.  14*7 

for  neighborhood  concerns,  or  for  party  movements.  Even  our 
home  missions  have  to  be  sustained  by  donations  from  the  free 
States. 

5.  Slavery  corrupts  the  gospel. 

The  Bible  teaches  us  that  to  love  God  with  all  the  heart,  and 
our  neighbor  as  ourselves,  is  the  sum  of  all  religion  :  “  This  is  the 
law  and  the  prophets.”  See  Matt.  xxii.  37-40  ;  Luke  x.  27. 
“  This  is  more  than  all  whole  burnt  offerings  and  sacrifices.” 
Mark  xii.  33.  These  passages  teach  that  there  is  no  true  reli¬ 
gion  without  love  to  God,  and  to  man  “  as  ourselves.”  Without 
this,  all  else  is  hollow  formality.  We  may  “  tithe  mint ,  and  anise , 
and  cummin ,”  yet  Jesus  will  say,  “  Ye  have  omitted  the  weightier 
matter;  of  the  law,  Justice,  Mercy,  and  Truth.”  And  again, 
“  Go  learn  what  this  meaneth,  I  will  have  mercy  and  not  sacri¬ 
fice.”  “  He  that  loveth  not,  knoweth  not  God.”  Now  no  man, 
as  we  believe,  with  a  correct  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  slavery, 
can  love  his  neighbor  as  himself,  do  justice  and  mercy,  and  at 
the  same  time  willingly  enslave  liis  fellow-man — his  neighbor. 
Yet  the  teaching  and  practice  of  slavery  is,  that  man  is  an  arti¬ 
cle  of  merchandise ;  that  his  interests  for  time  and  eternity  may 
be  wholly  overlooked  in  promoting  the  supposed  temporal  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  master ;  that  the  master,  with  certain  professions  and 
ceremonies,  may  live  in  the  worst  form  of  oppression  and  yet  be 
a  Christian.  “  Now,  as  whatever  gives  us  wrong  notions  con¬ 
cerning  God,  prevents  us  from  feeling  and  acting  towards  him 
aright ;  so  whatever  gives  us  wrong  notions  concerning  our  fel¬ 
low-man,  prevents  us  from  feeling  and  acting  towards  him  aright. 
This  being  done,  all  the  virtues  growing  out  of  the  observance 
of  the  second  table  of  the  law,  which  is  love  to  man,  will  soon 
die.” — Pres.  Blanchard.  Not  only  this,  slavery  leads  to  a  vio¬ 
lation  of  the  first  table  of  the  law.  For  “  he  that  loveth  not  his 
brother  whom  he  hath  seen,  how'  can  he  love  God  whom  he  hath 
not  seen?”  1  John  iv.  20,  21.  ‘‘And  he  that  faileth  in  one 
point  is  guilty  of  the  whole  law'.”  Thus  slavery  destroys  the 
very  heart  of  true  religion.  Like  a  loathsome  leech,  it  absorbs 
her  life’s  blood,  and  leaves  her  a  pale,  cold,  and  lifeless  corpse — 
a  ghastly  skeleton — a  frame  without  a  heart  to  beat,  or  lungs  to 
breathe. 

Lastly,  slavery  banishes  the  gospel  from  the  land  where  it  is. 
A  brother,  who  is  a  minister  of  the  gospel,  and  the  author  of  a 
work  deservedly  popular,  writing  to  me  from  ODe  of  the  slave¬ 
holding  towns  of  our  State,  says  :  “  Slavery  has  driven  from  our 
State  to  free  States  many  of  our  conscientious  and  best  minis- 
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ters.”  And,  said  he,  “  often  have  I  determined  that  I  would  go 
myself,  but  have  been  hindered  as  yet.”  This  they  did,  because 
in  conscience  they  thought  they  ought  to  speak  against  slavery. 
But  the  hearts  of  the  people  being  often  filled  with  prejudice  by 
slavery,  and  their  minds  blinded  by  supposed  interest,  these  min¬ 
isters  could  not  be  sustained.  Further,  and  more  especially,  for 
reasons  previously  assigned,  they  saw  that  neither  the  English 
school,  nor  Sabbath-school,  nor  the  church,  could  be  long  health¬ 
fully  prosperous.  For  these  and  like  reasons,  many  of  our  best 
ministers,  as  we  know,  have  been  driven  from  our  State. 

This  is  not  all.  Those  men  and  ministers  who  are  slavehold¬ 
ers,  or  are  apologists  for  slavery,  and  who  occupy  posts  of  influ¬ 
ence,  biased  by  slavery,  employ  their  means  and  influence  to  shut 
out  those  who,  from  love  to  God  and  man,  would  preach  a  whole 
gospel ;  and  they  introduce  those  who  will  not  urge  upon  the 
people  their  whole  duty  to  man  as  man — who  will  cry,  Peace, 
peace,  when  there  is  no  peace — who  will  preach  about  the  exter¬ 
nals  of  religion,  but  not  the  essential  principle,  the  sum  of  the 
law  and  the  prophets,  love  to  God  supreme,  and  our  neighbor  as 
ourselves.  May  we  not  then  say,  that  slavery  is  the  Hydra  with 
a  hundred  heads  and  a  thousand  stings ;  the  deadly  Upas  that 
infuses  death  into  all  that  comes  beneath  its  shade,  or  inhales  its 
odors  ? 

But,  says  one,  grant  that  slavery  is  sin  in  itself,  and  sinful  from 
the  evils  that  necessarily  and  invariably  flow  from  it ;  still,  what 
shall  we  do  ?  Where  is  the  remedy  ?  We  answer,  Emancipa¬ 
tion. 


CHAPTER  IX. 

REMEDY  FOR  THE  EVIL. 

Slavery,  as  we  have  shown,  is  a  sin  against  God,  and  against 
man.  The  remedy  is  emancipation.  With  regard  to  this,  as 
every  other  sin,  we  must  abandon  it.  If  it  be  asked,  When  1 
then  we  answer,  as  Way  land  did:  “When  is  it  our  duty  to 
obey  God,”  or  cease  sinning  ?  To  this  there  can  be  but  one  an¬ 
swer  ;  and  that  is,  immediately.  No  man  who  desires  the  favor 
of  his  God  dare  do  otherwise.  “  A  reason  that  would  be  suffi¬ 
cient  for  delaying  to  obey  God  for  a  moment,  would  be  a  suffi- 


REMEDY  TOR  THE  EVIL. 


149 


cient  reason  for  disobeying  him  for  ever.”  Said  Judge  Reid,  (who 
is  the  present  Judge  of  our  district, *)  “  When  you  are  convinced 
that  slavery  is  the  greatest  political  evil,  [even  political  evil,] 
whether  sinful  against  high  Heaven  or  not,  set  yours  free ,  let 
!  others  do  as  they  will.”  “  You  will  gain  some  credit  by  proving 
your  faith  by  your  works.  But  to  be  talking  about  going  with 
I  the  North  [that  is,  for  emancipation]  without  moving  a  step  to¬ 
wards  accomplishing  it — you  cannot  even  deceive  the  negroes 
themselves.”  All  men,  like  Judge  Reid,  know  that  whenever  we 
see  a  thing  to  be  sinful,  or  even  “  the  greatest  political  evilf  we 
ought  to  repent  of  it  immediately,  and  “  bring  forth  fruits  meet 
for  repentance.”  Why,  dear  reader,  if  adultery,  and  theft,  and 
counterfeiting,  were  as  publicly  and  extensively  practiced,  both 
in  the  Church  and  out  of  the  Church,  as  slavery  is,  what  would 
you  think  of  a  man  who  would  preach  the  gradual  abolition  of 
such  vices,  pleading  that  some  have  no  other  way  to  get  their 
living — that  the  hands  of  some  are  too  tender  to  work,  and  others 
are  too  old  to  work — and  many  have  received  these  sins  from  their 
fathers,  or  friends,  by  will  and  inheritance — and  above  all,  here 
is  the  law  of  the  land,  (made  by  men  of  like  passions  with  our¬ 
selves  ;)  it  sanctions  these  practices  as  right ;  and  with  all  these 
considered,  I  think  we  might  continue  in  these  practices  for  a 
while  any  how  ?  You  would  deem  such  an  one  as  worthy  only 
of  the  execrations  of  man,  and  the  direct  vengeance  of  Almighty 
God.  But  do  you  object,  and  say,  It  is  not  self,  it  is  not  interest 
that  keeps  me  from  emancipating  mine  immediately ;  I  am  look¬ 
ing  at  the  good  of  the  slave,  and  society  ? 

First,  be  sure  you  are  really  honest  with  yourself  in  saying  so ; 
for  we  have  known  men,  when  their  objections  were  shown  to  be 
false,  and  their  difficulties  removed,  and  they  were  pressed  to  do 
their  duty,  obstinately  refuse  to  quit  their  sin,  like  the  young 
man  who  came  to  the  Saviour  inquiring  duty,  and  went  away 
sorrowing,  because  he  had  great  possessions.  Matt.  xix.  22.  It 
was  self,  it  was  covetousness,  that  hindered  and  deceived  him. 

Second,  you  are  not  left  to  the  choice  of  saying,  it  will  be  bet¬ 
ter  to  quit  sin  gradually ;  for  God  Almighty,  your  Judge,  requires 
immediate  repentance  of  all  sin.  But  let  us  examine  your  ob¬ 
jection.  You  say  they  are  not  fit  for  freedom,  and  it  would  be 


*  See  Judge  Reid’s  charge  to  the  grand  jury  of  Mason  county,  Ky., 
delivered  on  the  first  day  of  the  November  term  of  the  Circuit  Court  of 
1845.  I  wish  the  Judge  was  as  sound  on  the  moral  character  of  slavery 
as  he  is  on  the  mode  of  emancipation. 
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better  for  them,  and  society,  not  to  have  it  now.  If  they  are 
unfit  for  freedom,  then,  we  ask,  what  has  kept  them  from  not 
being  fit  for  freedom  like  other  men  ?  Your  only  answer  is,  Sla¬ 
very.  Now  if  slavery  unfits  them  for  freedom,  when  will  they 
become  fit  for  freedom,  whilst  you  keep  them  in  slavery?  Will 
jou  plead  their  unfitness  for  freedom  as  a  reason  why  you  may 
continue  in  sin,  and  yet  continue  to  practice  the  very  thino-  you 
say  unfits  them  for  freedom  ?  You  are,  my  dear  reader,  accord- 
mg  to  your  own  showing,  chargeable  with  double  guilt.  You 
not  only  rob  the  slave  of  his  liberty,  but  practice  that  upon  him 
which  you  say  unfits  him  for  liberty.  If  you  say  they  should  not 
enjoy  freedom  because  they  are  not  educated,  then  on  the  same 
ground  you  may  enslave  three  hundred  thousand  white  men  in 
the  South,  who  are  not  educated — who  are  over  twenty  years  of 
age  and  cannot  read  or  write*  The  best  way  to  fit  men  for  free¬ 
dom,  and  make  them  safe  for  society,  is  to  give  them  their  liberty, 
and  treat  them  as  men ,  and  not  as  beasts.  This  position  we  will 
support  with  good  reasons  and  facts.  When  you  give  a  man  his 
liberty,  and  treat  him  as  a  man,  you  immediately  invest  him  with 
a  character— a  character  dear  to  him  as  life,  a  character  which 
fie  will  sustain,  prompted  by  the  principle  of  love  of  approbation 
implanted  in  his  nature.  If  you  reward  him  for  his  labor,  he 
will  have  other  incentives  to  industry,  virtue  and  economy.  If 
you  respect  all  his  rights,  then  he  will  have  need  of,  and  a  desire 
tor,  knowledge  and  virtue.  He  will  make  efiorts  to  obtain  them. 
Io  treat  man  thus,  is  the  most  natural  and  effective  way  to  fit  him 
tor  the  duties  of  a  freeman.  Facts  prove  it.  Take  as  an  exam¬ 
ple  emancipation  in  the  West  India  Islands.  There  slavery  ex¬ 
isted  for  many  long  years ;  and,  as  it  always  has  been,  it  became 
a  great  evil  to  the  master  and  the  slave.  The  people  of  England 
and  the  Government  became  convinced  of  it,  and  determined  to 
emancipate.  Two  of  the  Islands  emancipated  immediately  the 
rest  continued  a  gradual  system— an  apprenticeship  system  of 
six  years.  After  the  lapse  of  two  years,  finding  that  those  who 
had  emancipated  immediately,  both  master  and  former  slaves 
were  doing  better  than  they  who  were  gradually  ceasing  to  do 
evil,  the  rest  with  one  accord  emancipated  on  the  soil  all  then  in 
bonds  making  altogether  eight  hundred  thousand.  Thrillino- 
was  the  scene  on  one  of  the  islands,  Antigua,  which  emancipated 
immediately,  1st  August,  1834.  “  When  the  hour  of  twelve  ap- 


*  See  the  census  of  1 840. 


I  August  1st,  1834. 
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proached,  the  missionary  proposed  that  they  should  kneel  down 
and  take  the  boon  of  freedom  in  silence.  Accordingly,  as  the 
loud  bell  tolled  its  first  note,  the  crowded  assembly  prostrated 
themselves  on  their  knees.  All  was  silent,  save  the  quivering, 
half-stifled  breath  of  the  struggling  spirit.  The  slow,  notes  of 
the  clock  fell  upon  the  multitude ;  peal  on  peal,  peal  on  peal  rolled 
over  the  prostrated  throng  in  tones  of  angels’  voices,  thrilling 
among  the  desolate  chords  and  weary  heart-strings.  Scarcely 
had  the  clock  sounded  its  last  note,  when  the  lightning  flashed 
vividly  around,  and  a  loud  peal  of  thunder  roared  along  the  sky 
— God’s  pillar  of  fire,  and  his  trump  of  jubilee.  A  moment  of 
profound  silence  passed — then  came  the  burst ;  they  broke  forth 
in  prayers,  they  shouted,  they  sang  glory,  hallelujah ;  they  clap¬ 
ped  their  hands,  leaped  up,  fell  down,  clasped  each  other  in  their 
free  arms,  laughed,  cried,  went  to  and  fro  tossing  up  their  unfet¬ 
tered  hands.  Above  all,  in  broken  dialect,  were  heard  the  utter- 
ings  of  gratitude  to  God.”*  Yes,  with  gratitude  to  God.  There 
was  no  danger  of  insurrection  then.  The  feelings  of  revenge 
were  all  lost  in  the  ocean  of  love  that  filled  the  soul.  Full  of 
gratitude  to  their  masters  and  friends  for  the  precious  boon  of 
liberty,  insurrection  was  the  last  thought  that  could  enter  their 
minds.  And  so  would  it  be  in  Kentucky,  if  the  shackles  were 
struck  from  every  slave  to-morrow  morning.  If  I  do  a  man  an 
act  of  kindness,  I  reasonably  expect  that  he  in  return  will  be 
kind  to  me.  To  talk  otherwise,  is  to  talk  against  reason,  and 
well-known  facts.  The  Africans  are  not  insensible  to  gratitude 
for  favors  bestowed.  Every  man,  who  knows  any  thing  about 
them,  knows  that  they  are  as  proverbial  for  gratitude,  as  French¬ 
men  for  urbanity  and  sociability.  They  are  submissive  to  gov¬ 
ernment.  So  true  is  this,  that  it  was  one  of  the  considerations 
which  prompted  Las  Casas  to  recommend  to  Cardinal  Ximenes 
the  introduction  of  Africans  into  Hispaniola,  instead  of  the  In¬ 
dian,  as  laborers.  It  is  notorious  that  they  are  humble  and  do¬ 
cile  above  all  men.  So  true  is  this,  that  some  even  plead  this 
fact  as  a  reason  why  they  ought  to  be  enslaved — saying  that 
God  designed  them  to  be  slaves.  Kow,  will  any  man  who  ex¬ 
pects  to  be  credited,  talk  of  insurrection  and  danger  on  the  per¬ 
formance  of  an  act  of  humanity  and  justice,  in  view  of  these 
well-known  facts  ? 

What  we  would  infer  to  be  true,  is  proved  by  facts.  We 
shall  show7  that  the  pecuniary,  physical,  intellectual,  and  moral 

*  Thome  and  Kimball’s  “Emancipation  in  the  West  Indies.’ 
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condition  ot  both  master  and  slave— white  and  black— are  infi¬ 
nitely  improved  by  immediate  emancipation.  We  shall  adduce 
testimony  of  such  a  character  as  to  leave  no  ground  for  doubt, 
lhe  biench  Royal  Commission,  presided  over  by  the  Duke  de 
Broglie,  state  :  “  For  eight  years  past  emancipation  has  been 
pioclaimed  in  the  slave  colonies  of  Great  Britain.  These  colonies 
are  nineteen  m  number,  and  contain  eight  hundred  thousand 
negroes.  .  .  Under  the  influence  of  various  climes,  and  of  social 
and  political  circumstances  so  different,  emancipation  took  place 
every  where  in  1838,  and  has  continued  since  that  time,  peace - 
fiilly  and  without  violence.  It  may  be  said,  without  fear  of 
contradiction,  that  an  event  so  formidable  at  first  sight  as  the 
summons  of  eignt  hundred  thousand  slaves  to  liberty,  on  the 
same  dap  at  the  same  hour,  has  not  caused  in  eight  yeats,  in  all 
the  English  colonies,  the  tenth  part  of  the  troubles  that  arc  or¬ 
dinarily  caused  among  the  most  civilized  nations  of  Europe,  by 
the  least  political  question  that  agitates,  however  little,  the  public 

rA  fiUrted-  '01[!  an  address  sent  by  the  Committee  of  the 
utish  and  Foreign  Anti-Slavery  Society,  to  those  countries  of 
Sinope  that  possess  slave  colonies. 

The  same  Committee  state:  “The  English  apprenticeship, 
which  in  its  provisions  appeared  to  offer  better  guarantees  for  the 
protection  of  the  semi-bondsman  than  any  code  of  slavery  with 
which  we  are  acquainted,  utterly  failed  of  securing  those  advan¬ 
tages  which  it  promised.  Reason  and  experience  alike  demon¬ 
strate,  that  no  measure  short  of  perfect  freedom,  and  equal  laws, 
can  enable  man  to  protect  himself  against  oppression,  and  to 
secure  his  just  interests.” 

In  the  British  House  of  Lords,  November  23,  1837,  Lord 
Brougham  said  of  Antigua,  (one  of  the  islands  that  emancipated 
immediately,)  ‘Property  in  that  island  had  risen  in  value— ex¬ 
ports  of  sugar  had  increased— offenses  of  all  sorts,  from  capital 
offenses  downwards,  had  decreased,  as  appeared  from  returns 
sent  to  the  Governor  of  the  colony.”  The  Governor  himself  said : 

lhe  planters  all  concede  that  emancipation  has  been  a  o-reat 
blessing,  and  he  did  not  know  of  a  single  individual  who  wanted 
to  return  to  the  old  system. 

Dr.  Daniell  observed,!  that  after  so  prodigious  a  revolution  in 


."Rapport  fait  au  Ministre  Secretaire  d’Etat,  de  la  Marine  et  des  Colo- 

f  Thome  and  Kimball, 
t  Ibid. 
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the  condition  of  the  negroes,  he  expected  that  some  irregularities 
would  ensue ;  hut  he  had  been  entirely  disappointed.  He  also 
said  that  he  anticipated  some  relaxation  from  labor  during  the 
week  following  emancipation.  But  he  found  his  hands  in  the 
field  early  on  Monday  morning,  and  not  one  missing.  The  same 
day  he  received  word  from  another  estate,  of  which  he  was  pro¬ 
prietor,*  that  the  negroes  had  to  a  man  refused  to  go  to  the  field. 
He  immediately  rode  to  the  estate,  and  found  the  people  stand¬ 
ing  with  their  hoes  in  their  hands  doing  nothing.  He  accosted 
them  in  a  friendly  manner:  “What  does  this  mean,  my  fellows, 
that  you  are  not  at  work  this  morning?”  They  immediately 
replied,  “  It’s  not  because  we  don’t  want  to  work,  massa,  but  we 
wanted  to  see  you  first  and  foremost  to  know  what  the  bargain 
would  be."  As  soon  as  that  matter  was  settled,  the  whole  body 
of  negroes  turned  out  cheerfully,  without  a  moment’s  cavil. 

Mr.  Bourne,  of  Millar’s,  informed  us  that  the  largest  gang  he 
had  ever  seen  in  the  field  on  his  property,  turned  out  the  week 
after  emancipation. 

Said  Hon.N.  Nugent:  “Nothing  could  surpass  the  universal 
propriety  of  the  negroes’  conduct  on  the  first  of  August,  1834  ! 
Never  was  there  a  more  beautiful  and  interesting  spectacle  exhib¬ 
ited  than  on  that  occasion.” 

There  has  been  since  emancipation  not  only  no  rebellion  in 
fact ,  but  so  fear  of  it,  in  Antigua. 

Proof  1st.  The  militia  wrere  not  called  out  during  Christmas 
holidays.  Before  emancipation,  martial  law  invariably  prevailed 
on  the  holidays,  but  the  very  first  Christmas  after  emancipation, 
the  Governor  made  a  proclamation  stating  that  in  consequence  of 
the  abolition  of  slavery  it  was  no  longer  necessary  to  resort  to 
such  a  precaution.  There  has  not  been  a  parade  of  soldiery  on 
any  subsequent  Christmas. 

2d.  The  uniform  declaration  of  planters  and  others. 

“Previous  to  emancipation,  many  persons  apprehended  vio¬ 
lence  and  bloodshed  as  the  consequence  of  turning  the  slaves  all 
loose.  But  when  emancipation  took  place,  all  these  apprehen¬ 
sions  vanished.  The  sense  of  personal  security  is  universal.  We 
know  not  of  a  single  instance  in  which  the  negroes  have  exhibited 
a  revengeful  spirit .” — S.  Bourne ,  Esq.,  of  Millar's  ;  - Wat¬ 

kins ,  Esq.,  of  Donovan's. 


*  It  is  not  unusual  in  tlae  "West  Indies  for  proprietors  to  commit  their 
own  estates  into  the  hands  of  managers,  and  be  themselves  the  managers 
of  other  men’s  estates 
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“It  has  always  appeared  to  me  self-evident  that,  if  a  man  is 
peaceable  while  a  slave ,  he  will  be  so  when  a  freeman .” — Dr. 
Ferguson. 

“  There  is  no  possible  danger  of  personal  violence  from  the 
slaves ;  should  a  foreign  power  invade  our  island,  I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  negroes  would,  to  a  man,  fight  for  the  planters.  I  have 
the  utmost  confidence  in  all  the  people  who  are  under  my  man¬ 
agement;  they  are  my  friends,  and  they  consider  me  their 
friend.” — H.  Armstrong ,  Esq.,  of  Fitch's  Creek. 

The  same  gentleman  informed  us  that  during  slavery,  he  used 
frequently  to  lie  sleepless  on  his  bed,  thinking  about  his  danger¬ 
ous  situation — a  lone  white  person  far  away  from  help,  and  sur¬ 
rounded  by  hundreds  of  savage  slaves ;  and  he  had  spent  hours 
thus,  in  devising  plans  of  self-defense  in  case  the  house  should  be 
attacked  by  the  negroes.  “  If  they  come,”  he  would  say  to  him¬ 
self,  “and  break  down  the  door,  and  fill  my  bed-room,  what  shall 
I  do  ?  It  will  be  useless  to  fire  at  them ;  my  only  hope  is  to 
frighten  the  superstitious  fellows  by  covering  myself  with  a  white 
sheet,  and  rushing  into  the  midst  of  them,  crying,  ‘  Ghost,  ghost.’  ” 

Now  Mr.  A.  sleeps  in  peace  and  safety,  without  conjuring  up 
a  ghost  to  keep  guard  at  his  bed-side.  Ilis  body-guard  is  a  bat¬ 
talion  of  substantial  flesh  and  blood,  made  up  of  those  who  were 
once  the  objects  of  his  nightly  terror ! 

“  There  has  been  no  instance  of  personal  violence  since  free¬ 
dom.  Some  persons  pretended,  prior  to  emancipation,  to  appre¬ 
hend  disastrous  results ;  but  for  my  part,  I  cannot  say  that  I  ever 
entertained  such  fears.  I  could  not  see  any  thing  which  was  to 
instigate  negroes  to  rebellion,  after  they  had  obtained  their  lib¬ 
erty.  I  have  not  heard  of  a  single  case  of  even  meditated  revenge.” 

- — Dr.  Daniell,  Proprietor ,  Member  of  Council ,  Attorney  of  six 
estates,  and  Manager  of  WeatherilV s. 

“  One  of  the  blessings  of  emancipation  has  been,  that  it  has 
banished  the  fear  of  insurrections,  incendiarism,  Ac.” — Mr.  Fa - 
vey,  Manager  of  Lavicount's. 

“  In  my  extensive  intercourse  with  the  people,  as  missionary, 
I  have  never  heard  of  an  instance  of  violence  or  revenge  on  the 
part  of  the  negroes,  even  where  they  had  been  ill-treated  during 
slavery.” — Rev.  Mr.  Morrish,  Moravian  Missionary. 

“  Insurrection  or  revenge  is  in  no  case  dreaded,  not  even  by 
those  planters  who  were  most  cruel  in  the  time  of  slavery.  My 
family  go  to  sleep  every  night  with  the  doors  unlocked,  and  we 
fear  neither  violence  nor  robbery.” — Hon.  N.  Nugent. 

In  the  year  1837,  Joseph  Sturge,  Thomas  Harvey,  Dr.  Lloyd, 
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and  John  Scoble  of  England,  went  to  the  West  Indies  for  the 
express  purpose  of  examining  into  the  condition  of  the  emanei-- 
pated  slaves,  and  they  state:  “Our  opportunities  of  persona! 
observation  were  extensive.  We  had  the  privilege  of  free  com¬ 
munication  with  the  most  intelligent  and  influential  persons  in 
the  colony.  There  is  one  subject  upon  which  all  are  agreed — 
that  the  experiment  of  abolition  has  succeeded  beyond  the  ex¬ 
pectation  of  its  most  sanguine  advocates.” 

The  measure  has  been  felt  to  be  one  of  emancipation  of  masters 
as  well  as  of  slaves.  The  average  cost  of  cultivation  is  believed 
to  be  one  fifth  or  one  sixth  less  than  formerly,  so  that  free  labor 
is  manifestly  advantageous.  Houses  and  lands  have  risen  in  value. 
Many  estates  are  now  worth  as  much  as  they  loere  formerly 
with  their  slaves  attached  to  them''  So  it  would  be  in  Ken¬ 
tucky  were  emancipation  to  take  place — no  pecuniary  loss. 
“  There  has  been  an  augmentation  of  the  import  trade  of  the 
Island.” 

Twenty -four  Wesleyan  Missionaries,  assembled  at  St.  John’s, 
Antigua,  Feb.  7,  1837,  state  : 

1.  “The  emancipation  of  the  slaves  of  the  West  Indies,  while 
it  was  an  act  of  undoubted  justice  to  that  oppressed  people,  has 
operated  most  favorably  in  furthering  the  triumphs  of  the  gospel 
among  the  negroes,  .  .  .  and  in  its  operations  as  a  stimulus  to 
proprietors  and  other  influential  gentlemen,  to  encourage  religious 
education  and  the  wide  dissemination  of  the  Scriptures  ;  and  as 
an  incentive  to  industry  and  good  order. 

2.  “That  while  the  above  statements  are  true  with  reference  to 
all  the  Islands,  even  where  the  system  of  apprenticeship  prevails, 
they  are  especially  applicable  to  Antigua,  where  the  results  of  the 
great  measure  of  entire  freedom ,  so  humanely  and  judiciously 
granted  by  the  Legislature,  cannot  be  contemplated  without  the 
most  devout  thanksgiving  to  Almighty  Gocl.”  Here  is  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  the  Council  of  a  disinterested  nation — of  the  Governor 
of  the  Island — of  one  of  the  first  statesmen  of  Britain — of  trav¬ 
ellers — of  resident  planters — of  missionaries,  who  travel  from  place 
to  place,  and  mingle  with  the  people.  They  testify  that  imme¬ 
diate  emancipation  on  the  soil  has  been  a  blessing  to  both  master 
and  slave — that  crime  has  diminished — that  peace  and  order 
prevail — that  the  people  are  greatly  improved  in  morals  and 
religion — that  property  has  risen  in  value— that  cultivation  is 
cheaper — that  products  are  greater — that  man  has  been  blessed, 
and  God  glorified.  Pause  a  while,  reader,  until  you  fix  these  facts 
in  your  mind.  But  does  any  one  object,  and  say  they  have  had 
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to  import  laborers  into  some  of  the  Islands  to  cultivate  the  soil  ? 

e  answer :  It  is  true  they  have  done  so ;  and  there  are  reasons 
for  it — reasons  which  do  not  in  the  least  militate  against  emanci¬ 
pation. 

1.  The  women  now  being  wives,  and,  with  their  husbands,  the 
owners  of  houses  and  property,  are  employed  in  their  families 
with  domestic  cares,  as  they  should  be,  and  as  God  designed 
them.  By  consequence,  the  number  of  field  hands  is  diminished. 
But  suppose  there  is  a  demand  for  more  laborers  in  consequence 
of  the  women  being  in  their  appropriate  place,  then  there  will  be 
employment  for  some  good,  honest,  free  laborer,  who  will  come 
h  the  employer  will  give  a  fair  compensation  and  treat  him  aright. 
Labor,  like  trade,  will  go  where  there  is  a  demand  and  proper 
treatment.  And  it  is  better  for  the  master  to  do  right  to  his 
God — his  fellow-man — his  country,  and  suffer,  for  the  present, 
some  momentary  inconvenience — some  loss  of  expensive  hands — 
than  to  sin  against  his  God,  wrong  his  fellow-man,  and  injure 
the  markets,  trade,  and  general  prosperity  of  his  country.  Fur¬ 
ther,  it  the  master  has  any  claims  to  philanthropy,  he  should 
consider  that  those  wives,  husbands,  and  children  have  interests 
and  rights  which  should  be  regarded  as  well  as  his  own.  In 
the  scale  of  humanity,  and  of  Christianity,  the  convenience,  the 
interest,  the  rights  of  one  man  and  his  family,  are  as  great  and 
as  important  as  those  of  any  other.  The  rights  of  man,  the  good 
of  a  country,  and  the  glory  of  God,  should  never  be  sacrificed  to 
a  little  momentary  covetousness  of  the  few. 

2.  Second  reason  why  some  Islands  have  had  to  import 
laborers.  Some  of  the  men  who  were  emancipated  have  bought 
small  parcels  of  land,  and  the  cultivation  of  this,  with  the  im¬ 
provement  of  houses,  &c.,  occupy  much,  and  in  some  cases,  all 
of  their  time.  Some,  also,  have  gone  to  trades.  This  division  of 
labor,  this  variety  of  trades  and  employments,  whilst  it  diminishes 
the  number  of  laborers  of  large  proprietors,  of  aristocracies,  and 
monopolies,  is  nevertheless  prom'otive  of  the  general  good  of 
most  individuals,  and  national  prosperity.  Though  the  above 
classes  have  been  called  away  from  being  field  hands,  still  there 
is  no  necessity  for  the  importation  of  foreign  laborers.  There 
are  laborers  enough  there,  if  Government  and  proprietors  will  do 
their  duty  ;  as  may  be  seen  from  these  facts :  The  freeman  now 
performs  nearly  double  the  labor  he  did  in  a  state  of  slavery. 
The  mode  of  cultivating  the  soil  has  been  greatly  improved.  The 
plough  and  hoe,  instead  of  the  hoe  alone,  have  been  introduced, 
together  with  other  improvements,  since  emancipation  took  place. 
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These  greatly  facilitate  labor.  If  Government  and  proprietor's 
■would  do  their  duty,  there  would  be  no  need  of  the  importation 
:  of  laborers,  or  complaint  of  the  condition  of  the  emancipated. 
I  This  leads  us  to  notice, 

3.  The  third  reason  why  laborers  have  been  imported.  There 
i  are  men  there,  as  in  other  places,  prompted  too  much  by  covetous¬ 
ness.  The  Government,  instigated  by  such  persons,  passed  an 
ejectment  act,  by  which  any  laborer  might  be  turned  out  of  the 
house  of  his  employer  at  a  week’s  notice.  This,  and  the  promo¬ 
tion  of  virtue,  made  it  best  that  they  should  seek  a  home  for 
themselves  and  their  families.  When  they  went  to  buying  and 
building,  a  heavy  tax  was  taken  off  of  sugar  factories,  and  placed 
upon  all  titles  to  lands  that  might  be  bought,  however  small. 
On  the  materials  with  which  they  would  want  to  build  was  also 
placed  a  heavy  duty — on  some  articles,  such  as  shingles,  twelve 
times  as  much  as  the  planter  had  to  pay  for  the  same  material, 
coming  from  the  same  country,  but  used  for  staves.  The  Govern¬ 
ment  thought  it  best  that  the  land  should  be  chiefly  employed 
in  the  production  of  sugar  and  rum.  On  this  the  laborer  could 
not  subsist,  and  he  was  dependent  upon  foreign  supplies  for  his 
breadstuff's — his  meal,  flour,  and  pork,  and  fish.  On  these,  a 
heavy  duty  was  placed ;  on  every  barrel  of  pork,  three  dollars 
and  thirty-three  cents.  The  taxes,  paid  chiefly  by  the  laborers, 
on  these  articles,  amounted  in  1842  to  127,821?.  14s.  6c?.;  in 
1843,  to  100,250?.;  in  1844,  to  192,517?.  12s.  Id.  In  addition 
to  all  this,  they  refused  to  give  the  laborer  more  than  one  shilling 
sterling  (twenty-two  cents)  per  day  for  his  labor  and  the  support 
of  his  family.*  Was  it  any  wonder  that  the  laborer,  under  such 
unrighteous  exactions ,  should  refuse  to  labor  for  such  men — flee 
to  the  mountains — construct  a  house  to  live  in,  and  try  to  raise 
something  for  himself  and  his  family  to  live  upon?  You,  dear 
reader,  would  do  the  same.  Nor  is  it  at  all  surprising  if  there 
should  be  want,  and  even  suffering,  among  these  laborers,  as  in 
other  countries,  where  governments  and  proprietors  are  oppres¬ 
sive. 

These  facts  prepare  us  to  answer  another  objection  that  is 
going  the  rounds  in  our  Southern  newspapers,  and  always  urged 
by  Northern  apologists  for  despotism.  It  is,  that  there  is  now 


*  See  an  address  delivered  in  London,  before  the  British  and  Foreign 
Anti-Slavery  Society,  by  the  Rev.  W.  Knibb,  a  Baptist  Missionary  in 
Jamaica  for  twenty-one  years. 
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pecuniary  embarrassment  in  these  Islands,  showing  that  emanci¬ 
pation  was  a  bad  act !  To  this  we  reply : 

1.  Will  you  weigh  humanity,  liberty,  the  interest  of  the  im¬ 
mortal  mind,  with  dollars  and  cents?  The  very  objection  shows 
a  low  and  sensual  estimate  of  man  and  true  excellence. 

2.  This  present  distress  is  not  attributable  to  emancipation, 
but  to  former  bad  management  and  late  repeal  of  their  tariff. 
Nothing  will  perhaps  put  this  in  a  clearer  light  than  the  words 
of  the  editor  of  the  National  Era ,  March  23,  1848.  They  are  as 
follows : — “  The  present  distress  of  the  West  Indian  planters  is 
by  no  means  unprecedented.  Under  the  system  of  slavery, 
according  to  their  own  statements,  the  reports  of  committees 
and  official  documents,  they  were  frequently  on  the  verge  of  ruin, 
and  their  clamors  for  relief  were  as  loud  as  they  are  now.  In 
the  year  1829,  the  Standing  Committee  of  West  India  Planters 
and  Merchants  presented  a  series  of  papers  to  the  Government, 
designed  to  show  the  deplorable  condition  of  the  Colonies,  and 
imploring  aid  to  save  them  from  ruin.  Of  Jamaica  they  say: 

“  ‘For  many  years  the  distress  of  the  planters  of  Jamaica  has 
been  accumulating,  until  it  has  reached  a  crisis  which  threatens  to 
involve  all  classes  in  ruin.  The  planter  is  unable  to  raise  money 
to  provide  for  his  family,  or  to  feed  and  clothe  his  negroes;  the 
mortgagee  gets  no  interest  on  the  capital  he  has  advanced  ;  and 
numerous  annuitants  in  this  country  loolc for  remittances  in  vain.' 
— Par.  Pap.  No.  120 — 1831,  p.  9. 

“Precisely  the  state  of  things  existing,  as  described  by  the 
London  Times! 

“  On  the  28th  of  May,  1 830,  (still  under  the  system  of  slavery,) 
the  Committee  of  West  India  Merchants  presented  a  memorial 
to  Government,  in  which  they  say  that  ‘many  estates  have  not 
paid  the  expenses  of  their  cultivation  for  the  past  year;’  ‘that 
the  debt  has  been  increased  by  the  proprietors  in  consequence  of 
the  expenses  exceeding  the  sale  of  the  crop ;’  that  many  other 
estates,  more  favorably  situated,  ‘have  not  produced  enough  to 
pay  the  interest  of  the  mortgages  on  them ;’  that  the  remainder 
of  the  estates,  still  more  favorably  situated,  have  yielded  so  little 
net  income,  that  ‘great  distress  has  fallen  upon  the  families  of 
proprietors;’  that  the  result  of  the  account  of  crops  in  1830 
‘will  be  more  disastrous  than  that  of  the  past  year,’  &c.,  &c. ; 
and  this  extract  w.as  signed  by  twenty-six  West  India  houses  of 
the  highest  respectability. 

“A  select  committee  was  appointed  by  the  House  of  Commons, 
February  7th,  1831,  to  report  on  the  subject;  and  the  London 
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Reporter  publishes  the  testimony  of  numerous  witnesses  examined 
by  that  committee,  demonstrating  a  state  of  extreme  distress  in 
all  the  Colonies.  Merchants  had  refused  to  grant  further  ad¬ 
vances.  Many  of  the  planters  were  reduced  almost  to  the  point 
of  starvation.  Doubts  ‘  had  arisen  of  the  Colonies  existing  at  all.’ 
Every  interest  was  prostrated.  One  proprietor  said  the  distress 
could  not  be  greater.  In  Antigua,  Montserrat,  the  whole  of  the 
Leeward  Islands,  a  universal  bankruptcy  was  threatened,  and  it 
was  apprehended  that  the  negro  population  could  not  be  pro¬ 
vided  for.  The  Council  and  Assembly  of  St.  Kitts  say,  in  their 
memorial,  that  the  ‘struggle  is  not  for  restoration  to  that  pros¬ 
perity  which  once  smiled  upon  them,  but  for  bread'  and  they 
add :  '‘Scarcely  is  an  ancient  name  in  possession  of  its  patri¬ 
mony  ;  and  those  who  have  been  driven  to  the  possession  of  it, 
find  it  an  incumbrance  instead  of  payment? 

“  The  Secretary  of  the  Committee  of  West  India  Merchants 
said,  that  ‘  much  the  larger  proportion  of  the  estates  was  encum¬ 
bered  by  debt  or  mortgages.’ 

“Peter  Rose,  of  Devereaux,  said  that  this  state  of  things 
existed,  in  that  Island,  before  the  conquest  of  1803. 

“  Under  the  system  of  slave  lab  r,  if  we  are  to  believe  the 
testimony  of  the  planters  and  merchants  of  the  Colonies,  of  their 
committees  and  agents,  of  their  Councils  and  Assemblies,  and  of 
the  select  committees  of  the  British  Parliament,  the  Islands  were 
on  the  very  brink  of  ruin,  at  the  extreme  point  of  embarrass¬ 
ment  and  distress,  threatened  with  universal  bankruptcy,  with 
no  hope  of  relief  but  from  the  Imperial  Government.  Now,  if 
the  present  distress  is  to  be  attributed  to  emancipation,  which 
took  place  fifteen  years  ago,  to  what  was  to  be  attributed  the 
distress  of  1829  and  1830,  and  of  the  periodical  crises  anterior 
to  those  dates  ? 

“  How,  then,  are  the  existing  embarrassments  of  the  British 
West  Indies  to  be  explained?  In  the  debates  on  the  subject,  in 
the  British  Parliament,  and  in  the  representation  of  the  West 
Indian  interest,  the  Emancipation  Act  is  rarely  referred  to  as  the 
cause.  The  Committee  of  the  British  and  Foreign  Anti-Slavery 
Society  charges  it  upon  the  abolition,  in  1846,  of  the  differential 
duties  between  free  and  slave-grown  sugars.  The  free-trade 
section  of  the  Abolitionists,  dissenting  from  this  view,  assert  that 
the  Colonies  have  been  ruined  by  protection— have  so  long  been 
accustomed  to  rely  upon  governmental  aid ,  that ,  being  thrown 
upon  their  own  resources  by  its  partial  withdrawal ,  they  natu¬ 
rally  enough  fall  into  embarrassments.  The  causes,  we  suppose, 
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are  manifold.  We  have  already  seen  that,  before  emancipation, 
the  Islands  were  liable  to  great  commercial  revulsions,  occurring 
periodically.  This  will  be  the  case  in  every  community  where 
the  credit  system  prevails,  and  especially  in  planting  countries, 
where,  labor  and  capital  being  invested  in  the  cultivation  of  one 
or  two  great  staples,  they  are  peculiarly  exposed  to  loss  and  em¬ 
barrassment  from  a  sudden  fall  in  prices.  It  was  under  this 
state  of  things  ‘  that  a  large  proportion  ’  of  the  estates  in  the 
British  West  Indian  Islands  became  encumbered  with  debts  or 
mortgages.  The  Emancipation  Act  found  them  in  th  is  condition, 
and  who  could  expect  that  it  would  relieve  them  from  it?  On 


the  contrary,  by  entirely  changing  the  relations  of  labor  and 


capital,  by  altering  the  whole  framework  of  society,  it  was  calcu¬ 
lated  temporarily  to  increase  the  embarrassment.  The  wonder 
is,  not  that  such  a  false  state  of  things  should  have  resulted  in 
this  prevailing  distress  of  1847—48,  but  that  this  result  was 
not  precipitated  sooner.  What  else  could  be  expected  ?  Encum¬ 
bered  as  the  properties  w'ere,  a  vast  amount  of  cheap,  protracted 
labor  was  required  to  produce  enough  to  meet  the  demands 
upon  them.  But  the  Act  of  Emancipation  left  the  peasantry  at 
liberty  to  make  their  own  bargains.  Women  and  children 
worked  before;  but  they  were  now,  to  a  considerable  extent, 
withdrawn  from  field  labor.  This  was  the  first  step  towards 
the  elevation  of  the  former,  and  the  education  of  the  latter.  It 
was  right,  but  its  effects  on  sugar-planting  were  injurious.  Again, 
the  laborers  had  been  compelled  to  work  sixteen  or  eighteen 
hours  before  for  a  bare  subsistence  of  the  meanest  kind.  Now, 
they  would  devote  only  such  a  portion  of  their  time  to  labor,  and 
on  such  terms,  as  would  yield  them  a  comfortable  sustenance. 
Were  they  to  be  blamed  for  this  ?  Do  not  white  laborers  act 
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the  same  way  ?  They  did  right.  But  the  effects  of  these 
changes  were,  a  diminution  of  labor  on  the  estates,  and  an  in¬ 
creased  outlay  by  the  proprietors.  Consequently,  the  sugar¬ 
planting  interest  was  injured ;  the  estates  became  more  and 
more  embarrassed.  Were  it  possible  to  revolutionize  the  habits 
of  a  slaveholding  community  suddenly,  and  make  those  just 
divested  of  their  slaves  as  ingenious,  industrious,  enterprising, 
economical,  as  ready  at  expedients,  and  as  well  satisfied  with 
moderate  profits,  as  those  who  have  never  held  slaves,  even  now 
the  West  Indian  planters  might  have  saved  themselves.  But 
instead  of  conforming  themselves  to  the  new  state  of  things,  and  [ 
making  the  best  of  it,  by  conciliating  the  laborers,  and  taking 
an  interest  in  their  welfare,  paying  them  fair  wages,  studying 
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economy,  and  availing  themselves  of  machinery,  they  must 
have,  first,  a  bonus  of  twenty  millions  sterling ;  next,  regulations, 
designed  to  secure  as  much  labor  at  as  little  cost  to  them  as  pos¬ 
sible,  and  with  an  entire  disregard  of  the  comfort  of  the  laborers , 
whom  they  were  apt  to  regard  still  as  their  property,  of  which 
they  had  been  unjustly  deprived ;  then,  protection  for  their 
sugar  in  the  British  market,  against  all  competition ;  and  then, 
the  importation  of  laborers  from  all  quarters  of  the  earth,  so  as 
to  bring  down  the  price  of  labor,  and  subject  it  to  their  control. 
In  this  way ,  though  they  alienated  the  native  laboring  popula¬ 
tion  to  a  considerable  extent,  and  really  diminished  the  value  of 
its  labor,  they  continued  to  maintain  themselves  without  any 
signal  reverses  till  about  two  years  since,  when  the  protection 
which  they  had  enjoyed  in  the  British  market  against  the  slave- 
grown  sugars  of  Cuba  and  Brazil  was  withdrawn,  and  they 
were  thrown  to  a  great  extent  upon  their  own  resources.  Then 
began  to  be  developed  the  full  consequences  of  a  rotten  system, 
which  had  been  only  delayed  by  the  false  policy  of  protection. 
Without  enterprise  or  economy,  with  little  capital,  no  machinery, 
and  no  internal  improvements,  with  estates  encumbered  by  mort¬ 
gages,  and  labor  insufficient,  the  native  laborers  having  been  alien¬ 
ated  and  repelled  by  harsh  treatment  and  the  competition  of 
the  brutal  and  stupid  Coolies,  the  planters  were  suddenly  sub¬ 
jected  to  competition  with  the  sugar-growers  of  Cuba,  with  their 
importation  of  Yankee  enterprise  and  machinery,  their  eight 
hundred  miles  of  railroad,  and  their  coerced  laborers,  working 
night  and  day  under  the  bloody  lash,  their  ranks  being  filled,  as 
fast  as  they  were  thinned  by  this  destructive  system,  from  sup¬ 
plies  from  the  coast  of  Africa.  The  result  is  before  us.” 

“  The  planters  of  the  British  West  Indies  are  at  last  over¬ 
whelmed,  and  they  must  change  their  habits  and  entire  system, 
before  they  can  expect  relief.  The  estates  must  pass  from  the 
hands  of  absentees  into  those  of  resident  proprietors,  who  must 
begin  de  novo,  without  encumbrances  upon  them,  without  a 
reckless  use  of  the  credit  system.  Capital  must  be  husbanded  ; 
industry  and  economy  be  practiced ,  machinery  put  in  motion ; 
and  the  laborers  must  be  treated  kindly  and  paid ‘fairly.” 

It  is  bad  management,  not  freedom,  that  has  caused  the  pres¬ 
sure  in  the  West  Indies. 

It  cannot  be  that  freedom  is  the  cause  of  embarrassment. 
Look  at  the  free  States  of  our  Union,  contrasted  with  the  slave 
States.  See  facts  gathered  from  the  census  of  1840,  by  the 
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Editor  of  the  Examiner,  April  15,  1848.  Agricultural  products 
of 


ALL  THE  SOUTH, 

Value  of  Cotton,  Rice,  Sugar, 
and  Tobacco,  for  the  year 
1889,  $74,866,310 


NEW-YORK, 

Agricultural  products  of,  for 
1839,  $108,275,281 


VALUE  OF  ARTICLES  MANUFACTURED. 


Slave  States,  $42,178,184  |  Free  States, 


ANNUAL  EARNINGS. 


Slave  States,  $403,429,718  |  Free  States, 


N.  and  S.  Carolina,  Georgia, 
Alabama,  Mississippi,  Lou¬ 
isiana,  $189,321,719 


New- York, 


$197,658,040 

$658,705,108 

$193,806,432 


CHILDREN  AT  SCHOOLS,  COLLEGES,  ETC. 

Slave  States,  301,172  |  Free  States,  2,212,444 

Wliat  a  contrast  in  wealth  and  intelligence,  two  things  so 
essential  to  individual  and  national  prosperity !  Nothing  but 
slavery  causes  the  difference,  for  the  South  has  better  soil  and 
better  climate,  and  might  have  greater  facilities  of  trade,  and  in 
every  way  be  in  the  advance,  were  it  not  for  slavery.  But  does 
some  one  say,  “  The  people  in  our  free  States,  where  these 
causes  do  not  exist,  have  trouble  in  procuring  help  ”  ?  To  this 
we  reply : 

1.  They  have  not  the  trouble  and  inconvenience  that  we  have, 
with  our  hunting,  buying,  selling,  scolding,  whipping,  driving,— 
with  slothful,  unskilful,  wasteful  laborers, — want  of  schools, 
churches,  arts,  sciences,  towns,  markets, — in  a  word,  want  of 
individual  comfort,  social  and  national  prosperity,  with  constant 
fear  of  insurrection  and  foreign  interference. 

2.  Whether  they  have  inconvenience  or  not,  they  get  along 
much  faster  and  more  happily  than  we  do.  They  are  our  su¬ 
periors  in  wealth,  education,  arts,  sciences,  morals,  and  State 
prosperity. 

3.  Is  it  not  better  that  a  few  masters  should  suffer  a  small 
inconvenience,  rather  than  that  three  millions  of  our  fellow-beings 
should  suffer  inconveniences  a  thousand  fold  greater,  and  the 
robbery  of  their  dearest  rights  ?  As  we  have  said,  in  the  scale 
of  humanity  and  Christianity,  the  convenience  of  one  man  and 
his  family  is  as  great  as  that  of  any  other.  And  the  man  who 
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will  obey  Christ’s  command,  in  “loving  his  neighbor  as  himself,” 
will  feel  so.  “  Charity  seeketh  not  her  own.”  Again,  the  non-slave¬ 
holders  (who  in  our  State  are  six  to  one)  suffer  a  great  incon¬ 
venience  in  getting  free  laborers,  because  slavery  makes  labor 
disreputable,  and  keeps  away  the  free  laborer.  Is  it  not  better 
that  one  should  suffer,  in  common  with  others,  a  little  incon¬ 
venience  for  a  while,  than  that  six  should  suffer  a  greater  incon¬ 
venience — an  inconvenience  which  they  must  continue  to  feel  as 
long  as  slavery  exists  ? 

Lastly,  who  is  willing,  at  the  peril  of  his  soul's  salvation,  to 
practice  a  manifest  sin  against  his  God,  his  fellow-man,  and  his 
country,  rather  than  suffer  a  little  temporary  inconvenience? 
The  above  objection  is  very  common  in  our  country.  Let  the 
friends  of  humanity  and  justice  be  active  in  showing  its  true 
character.  It  will  sacrifice  right  and  general  good  for  momentary 
ease.  It  is  not  the  spirit  of  Christ,  who  was  willing  to  toil  that 
he  might  save  a  world,  and  afterward  enjoy  the  peaceable  fruits 
of  righteousness.  • 

Not  only  is  emancipation  the  policy  securing  prosperity,  but 
it  is  safe.  Safe,  not  only  abroad  where  there  were  five,  ten,  and 
in  some  places  fifteen  slaves  to  one  freeman,  but  it  is  safe  at  home 
where  there  are  five,  ten,  and  in  some  places  fifteen  freemen  to 
one  slave. 

Nine  States  of  our  own  Union  have  emancipated  upon  the  soil 
with  safety  and  continued  prosperity.  Every  one  of  them  is  more 
prosperous  than  the  States  where  slavery  exists.  And  from  facts 
which  we  have  previously  noticed,  we  believe  it  would  have  been 
even  better  had  emancipation  been  immediate  than  gradual — bet¬ 
ter  to  master  and  slave,  neighbor,  schools,  Church  and  State. 

The  freed  man  can  live  here  and  prosper.  It  is  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  a  number  of  the  best  men  of  our  country,  that  the  free 
colored  people  of  our  country  are  as  civil,  as  law-abiding,  and 
virtuous,  as  any  other  people  with  the  same  amount  of  education. 
In  Cincinnati,  where  their  chance  has  been  bad  enough,  there 
are  two  thousand  and  forty-nine  free  colored  people.  One  thou¬ 
sand  of  these  are  church  members.  Five  hundred  and  nine 
belong  to  temperance  societies.  Three  hundred  and  sixty-nine 
have  been  slaves,  for  whose  redemption  there  was  paid  (chiefly 
by  themselves)  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  sixty-six  thousand 
and  fifty  dollars.  They  hold  property  in  the  city  to  the  amount 
of  one  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  one  hundred  dollars — nearly 
a  third  more  property  to  each  family  of  five  persons  than  in 
Liberia.  They  have  five  churches,  three  literary  societies,  and 
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three  schools.*  Is  not  this  infinitely  better  than  slavery  ?;  The 
comparison  reminds  one  of  the  joys  of  heaven,  compared  with 
the  sorrows  of  hell.  As  I  know  from  personal  observation,  their 
physical,  intellectual,  and  moral  condition  is  far  better  than  those 
in  slavery.  Besides,  there  is  the  inestimable  boon  of  liberty.  Its 
value  to  all  men,  even  to  the  long-abused  and  degraded  slave, 
admits  of  no  comparison  or  estimate,  f-  We  sometimes  hear 
persons  refer  to  the  condition  of  the  negroes  in  what  are  called 
the  camps  in  Adams  and  Brown  counties,  Ohio,  as  evidence  that 
they  will  do  no  good  in  a  state  of  freedom.  Now,  it  has  been 
my  privilege  to  pass  through  one  of  these  settlements,  and  with¬ 
out  hesitancy  I  will  say,  of  all  the  poor,  dismal,  clay  swamps 
that  I  ever  saw  human  beings  attempt  to  live  in,  that  is  the  worst. 
And  I  am  told  the  other  is  no  better.  The  colored  people  were  taken 
there  from  Virginia,  with  all  the  degradation  that  slavery  could 
heap  upon  them,  placed  in  that  poor  swamp  by  those  who  seem  to 
have  had  no  concern  for  them,  and  the  wonder  to  me  is,  that  they 
have  done  as  well  as  they  have.  I  do  not  believe  the  man  lives 
who  could  make  a  comfortable  living  there.  And  for  any  man 
to  refer  to  these  colored  people  as  a  fair  sample  of  what  the  mass 
of  them  will  do,  or  are  doing,  shows  that  he  is  either  dishonest, 
unpardonably  prejudiced,  or  ignorant  of  their  true  condition.  In 
another  portion  of  Brown  county,  where  the  land  is  good,  and 
the  colored  people  are  encouraged  by  the  kind  and  thrifty  white 
people  around  them,  they  are  doing  well.  An  Elder  in  the 
Presbyterian  Church  (Old  School)  who  is  a  long  resident,  and  a 
substantial  farmer,  said  to  me :  “  In  reference  to  the  physical 
condition  of  the  colored  people  here,  (and  there  are  not  a  few 
of  them,  I  assure  you,)  they  don’t  know  what  want  is.  And  as 
to  their  moral  condition,  it  is  a  little  better  than  that  of  the 
whites,  with  the  same  amount  of  education.”  Header,  give  the 
colored  people  a  fair  chance,  and,  the  history  of  the  world  for  it, 
they  will  take  care  of  themselves  and  do  well. 


*  This  estimate  was  made  in  1846. 

j-  A  slave  in  our  State,  who  is  but  fifty-six  years  of  age,  and  whose  old 
master  has  been  dead  many  years,  and  whose  mistress  died  a  few  years 

since,  said  to  a  son  of  the  old  master,  “  Massa  B - ,  what  is  going  to 

become  of  me  ?  Didn’t  you  use  to  say  I  should  go  free  at  old  mistress’s 

death  ?”  “  Yes,”  said  Mas3a  B - ,  “but  I  have  concluded  that  you  are 

getting  old,  and  had  better  be  kept  as1  a  slave,  and  be  provided  for.” 
The  poor  old  slave  said,  “  I  had  rather  die  and  go  to  hell!  If  I  have  to 
live  but  forty  days,  let  me  be  a  free  man.”  Liberty  with  all  men  is  ines¬ 
timable.  The  slave  alluded  to  is  with  a  “  kind  master,”  if  any  master  may 
be  called  kind,  yet  he  desired  liberty. 
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The  American  Citizen  says,  concerning  the  people  of  color  in 
Philadelphia :  “  More  than  one  fourth  of  the  whole  population 
are  members  of  some  branch  of  the  Christian  Church.  They 
have  four  literary  societies,  and  one  devoted  to  theological  studies, 
containing  more  than  six  hundred  members  in  all.  There  are, 
within  the  precincts  of  the  city  and  county  of  Philadelphia,  no 
less  than  twenty  houses  for  religious  worship.  They  have  seven 
different  temperance  societies,  embracing  thousands  of  members. 
There  are  one  hundred  beneficial  societies,  which  dispense  yearly 
to  the  sick  and  needy  an  average  of  two  hundred  dollars  each ; 
that  is,  twenty  thousand  dollars.”  Is  not  this  better  than  slavery  ? 
Is  it  not  better  than  the  condition  of  the  people  in  Liberia  ? 

Still  stronger.  The  Legislature  of  Michigan  appointed  a 
committee  to  report  upon  the  propriety  of  extending  the  right  of 
suffrage  to  colored  men.  The  committee  reported  favorably,  and 
further  state  :  “  Your  committee  has  been  assured  by  citizens  of 
Detroit,  well  qualified  to  judge,  and  entitled  to  full  credit,  that 
the  moral  habits  of  this  people  are  better  than  those  of  an  average 
and  equal  number  of  whites.*  The  colored  population  of  De¬ 
troit  is  about  three  hundred.  It  has  two  churches,  two  Sabbath- 
schools,  a  day  school,  a  temperance  society,  a  female  benevolent 
society,  a  youDg  men’s  Lyceum  and  debating  society.  Ovc-r  two 
hundred  and  fifty  (all  save  one  sixth  part)  regularly  attend  the 

churches.” . “  The  same  facts  were  also  shown  in  the 

colored  population  of  Washtenaw.  In  that  county,  there  are 
many  farmers  of  the  highest  respectability.  They  are  indepen¬ 
dent  in  circumstances,  good  citizens,  encouragers  of  schools, 
churches  and  morality.”  Numerous  examples  might  be  adduced 
proving  that  emancipation  is  safe,  and  that  the  colored  man  can 
rise  even  here  in  society,  in  virtue,  intelligence,  and  respectability. 
Nothing  but  an  unholy  prejudice  prevents  them  from  doing  so  here. 
Governor  Giles  of  Virginia  said :  “  It  will  be  admitted,  that 
this  caste  of  colored  population  attract  but  little  of  the  public 
sympathy  and  commiseration;  in  fact,  that  the  public  senti¬ 
ment  and  feeling  are  opposed  to  it.”  Yet  he  says :  “  The  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  annual  convictions  to  the  whole  population  is  as 
one  to  five  thousand.  These  facts,”  (with  other  facts  cited  by 
him,)  he  says,  “serve  to  prove  almost  to  a  demonstration,  1st, 
that  this  class  of  population  is  by  no  means  so  degraded,  vicious. 


*  This  has  perhaps  arisen  from  special  effort  on  their  part,  and  that  of 
anti-slavery  meD,  to  encourage  and  aid  them.  But  what  has  been  done 
there  may  be  dene  in  other  places. 
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and  demoralized,  as  represented  by  their  prejudiced  friends  and 
voluntary  benefactors  ;  and,  2d,  that  the  evils  attributed  to  this 
caste  are  vastly  magnified  and  exaggerated.”  Letter  of  W.  B. 
Giles,  Governor  of  Virginia,  to  Lafayette,  in  1829. 

Under  the  head  of  emancipation  we  notice  this  fact :  Within 
the  last  forty  years,  emancipation  has  taken  place  in  forty-five 
different  places  ;  and  in  every  single  instance  it  has  been  with 
safety.  How  can  any  man,  in  view  of  these  facts,  talk  about 
a  overturning  society,  and  destroying  our  country,  if  we  emanci¬ 
pate  here  ”  ?  To  talk  so,  is  to  manifest  either  a  great  want  of 
sound  reflection  and  ordinary  intelligence,  or  a  wilful  blindness 
to  well-known  facts.  The  colored  man,  then,  can  live  and  pros¬ 
per  here,  and  society  be  vastly  more  safe  and  peaceful  than  in  a 
state  of  slavery. 

But,  says  one,  I  will  go  for  emancipation,  if  you  will  adopt  the 
plan  of  the  Colonization  Society — send  the  colored  people  to 
Africa.  To  this  we  reply  : 

1.  The  object  of  the  Colonization  Society,  as  declared  in  its 
'Constitution,  is  only  to  colonize  “  the  free  people  of  color,  with 
their  own  consent .”  It  is,  therefore,  no  remedy  for  slavery.  The 
•slaves  must  be  first  emancipated  before  they  can  be  colonized. 

But  do  you  say,  Emancipate  the  slaves  only  on  condition  that 
they  will,  or  shall  be  colonized?  This,  we  reply,  would  be  to  act 
•the  robber’s  part.  He  meets  you,  presents  his  pistol,  and  tells 
you  if  you  will  give  him  your  money  he  will  spare  your  life,  or 
•let  you  go  free.  He  has  overpowered  you,  has  the  advantage, 
mid  requires  you  to  give  up  a  natural  right.  Though  you  choose 
to  do  so  rather  than  meet  death,  yet  you  complain  of  the  act  as 
•cruel,  and  worthy  of  punishment  from  God  and  man.  You 
mould  do  the  same  thing  in  quality ,  did  you  require  the  slave  to 
Heave  the  land  of  his  birth,  a  land  where  he  has  acquired  a  birth¬ 
right,  a  land  of  health  and  civilization — meet  the  perils  of  the 
•ocean,  undergo  the  evils  and  mortality  of  a  strange  climate,  in 
•order  to  have  liberty.  No  man  can  do  this  and  obey  Christ — do 
.■as  he  would  be  done  by.  Let  us  try  it.  You  and  I,  dear  reader, 
;&re  descendants '  of  Irishmen.  The  descendants  of  the  Scotch 
•and  English  are  in  the  majority.  A  prejudice  arises  against  us 
Irish,  and  having  the  power  in  their  favor,  they  decree  that  we 
must  leave  friends  and  the  land  of  our  birth,  gospel  privileges 
-to  a  great  extent,  meet  the  perils  of  the  ocean,  take  up  our 
abode  among  the  bogs  of  Ireland ;  alleging  as  a  reason  for 
all  this,  that  there  is  a  prejudice  against  us,  that  Heaven  seems 
to  have  made  a  distinction  between  us  and  them ;  we  have  black 
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hair,  are  low  in  stature,  square  built,  and  just  fitted  to  handle 
the  shovel  and  pitch  turf.  Now,  every  man  would  see  that  such 
reasoning  would  be  very  insufficient,  and  such  a  prejudice  very 
unjust.  And  yet  it  is  the  very  same  ground  on  which  we  pro¬ 
pose  to  colonize  the  African.  Prejudice ,  unholy  prejudice,  is  at 
the  bottom  of  the  whole  of  it ;  and  on  the  same  ground  we 
might  colonize  many  of  the  best  classes  and  associations  of  men 
in  our  land.  Every  man  who  is  not  a  criminal  has  a  right  to 
liberty  in  the  land  where  he  is  born.  There  he  has  birth-rights  ; 
and  to  banish  him  is  to  inflict  upon  an  innocent  man  the  penalty 
of  a  criminal.  Banishment  has  always  been  considered  a  pen¬ 
alty  for  crime.  I  do  not  believe  that  any  man  can  do  it  and  love 
his  neighbor  as  himself.  We  have  territory  enough  hero  for 
them  and  us  too.  Do  you  say,  “  It  is  not  prejudice  with  me  ;  1 
only  wish  to  promote  the  good  of  the  colored  man”  ?  Well,  let 
us  try  this :  do  you  think  you  can  aid,  can  benefit  him  as  much 
when  you  have  spread  a  broad  and  dangerous  ocean  between  you 
and  him,  as  you  can  when  he  is  near  by  you,  where  he  has  health, 
you  have  means,  and  there  is  plenty  of  land  ?  Impossible  ! 

But  do  you  again  object,  and  say,  “  I  wish  to  civilize  Africa”  ? 
Then  we  ask,  what  progress  do  you  expect  to  make  in  civilizing 
savages  with  those  who  are  themselves  uneducated ,  and  whom 
some  colonizationists  have  pronounced  “  half  civilized and  that 
too  by  sending  them  there,  contrary  to  the  real  wishes  of  many  ? 
This  would  be  like  whipping  slaves  to  make  them  come  in  to 
|  hear  Massa  pray.  There  is  a  better  way  of  doing  this  work,  a 
cheaper  and  a  far  more  efficient  way.  Employ  the  same  money 
you  would  thus  expend  in  sending  to  Africa  missionaries  whose 
hearts  are  in  the  work,  who  have  piety  and  intelligence,  and 
one  will  do  more  than  a  hundred  of  your  colonists. 

Again,  such  colonization  is  not  only  unjust  and  unchristian, 
but  it  is  a  hopeless  scheme ,  wholly  inadequate  to  the  removal  of 
slavery.  There  are  in  the  United  States  about  three  millions  of 
slaves,  and  four  hundred  thousand  free  colored  people.  The 
increase  of  this  part  of  our  population  is  about  ninety  thousand 
annually ;  the  increase  of  slaves  eighty  thousand,  and  the  increase 
of  free  colored  ten  thousand.  Now,  the  Colonization  Society  has 
been  organized  twenty-nine  years,  and  engaged  in  the  work 
of  colonizing  more  than  twenty-five  years.*  The  Society  has 
sent  off  four  thousand  one  hundred  and  sixty-eight  colonists — 

*  This  calculation  was  made  at  the  first  publication  of  these  articlesl 
1846. 
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an  average  of  one  hundred  and  sixty-six  annually — not  the  five 
hundredth  part  of  the  increase,  much  less  any  of  the  principal. 
In  the  whole  twenty-jive  years ,  it  has  not  taken  off  one  half  of 
the  mere  increase  of  the  free  colored  population  for  one  year  ; 
much  less  any  of  the  eighty  thousand  increase  of  slaves  annu¬ 
ally.  If  the  colored  population  continue  to  increase  as  it  has 
done,  (they  will  double  themselves  in  less  than  twenty  years,  says 
the  Christian  Observer,)  we  shall  have  at  the  end.  of  forty 
years,  fourteen  millions.  Some  colonizationists  ask  a  century  to 
complete  their  work.'  (Af.  Repos.,  V.  3 67.)  Then,  with  the 
present  ratio  of  increase,  we  shall  have  a  colored  population  of 
more  than  one  hundred  millions.  Is  the  Colonization  Society 
■adequate  to  the  task  ? 

“  The  rustic  waiting  stands  to  see  the  flowing  river  chy, 

Nor  thinks  its  high  fountains  continuous  streams  supply ; 

Downward  it  comes  and  rolls,  and  will  till  time  itself  shall  die.” 

One  of  the  Vice  Presidents  of  the  Colonization  Society — R.  J. 
Harper — said :  “  The  removal  of  a  few  thousand  individuals 
will,  in  an  evil  of  such  magnitude,  produce  but  little  effect ;  it 
will  not  materially  benefit  this  class  of  population  themselves  ; 
and  though  three  or  four  hundred  thousand  already  free  should 
be  removed,  the  great  political  mischief  among  us  will  be  but 
slightly  affected.”  (Seventh  Report,  page  8.) 

Do  you  say,  “  When  the  Society  becomes  more  efficient,  it  will 
accomplish  more  ”  ?  We  answer,  instead  of  becoming  more 
■efficient,  it  is  becoming  more  inefficient;  and  that  because  the 
people  of  this  nation  are  convinced,  by  trial,  that  the  scheme  is 
hopeless,  inexpedient,  and  wrong.  Where  are  the  means  ?  In 
1839  the  Colonization  Society,  with  one  hundred  and  thirty 
thousand  dollars  received  from  Government  for  the  settlement  of 
re-captured  Africans,  had  expended  five  hundred  thousand  dol¬ 
lars  to  build  up  a  colony  of  about  four  thousand  people ;  i.  e., 
about  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars  per  head.  Twenty- 
five  dollars  is  the  passage  money — the  expense  of  crossing  the 
ocean.  Then  lands  have  to  be  purchased,  houses  built  for  them 
to  live  in,  their  expenses  paid  during  their  acclimation,  their  sick¬ 
ness,  which  all  have  with  the  African  fever — utensils  to  work 
with — clothing  and  food  until  they  can  raise  a  crop.  One  hun¬ 
dred  dollars  is  a  moderate  calculation  for  each  colonist.*  Then 


*  Some  now  estimate  the  expense  necessary  for  each  colonist  at  $60. 
This  estimate  omits  the  amount  paid  for  lands  previously  purchased  for 
the  colonists  to  settle  on,  with  other  incidental  expenses  to  the  Society. 
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if  we  could  remove  every  colored  person  in  the  United  States 
to-morrow  morning,  without  delaying  for  further  increase,  it 
would  take  three  hundred  million  four  hundred  thousand  dollars. 
Who  will  raise  the  money  ?  The  North  will  not  do  it.  The 
East  will  not  do  it.  The  West  will  not  do  it.  And  the  South 
will  say  she  has  done  her  part  by  giving  up  her  slaves.  Who 
will  raise  the  money?  Nobody  ;  and  there  is  an  end  of  it. 

Suppose  we  had  the  money  necessary  ;  would  the  slaveholders 
give  up  the  slaves?  If  they  do  not  do  so  now,  are  we  to  expect 
that  while  they  find  slavery  a  shade  in  the  summer,  and  a  fire 
in  the  winter — while  there  are  divines  and  jurists  going  through¬ 
out  the  length  and  breadth  of  the  South,  telling  the  masters  that 
slavery  is  an  institution  given  by  Heaven  to  man — that  the  Bible 
sanctions  it — the  patriarchs  practiced  it — that  “it  is  the  corner¬ 
stone  of  our  republican  edifice” — they  will  under  such  circumstan¬ 
ces,  with  such  teachers,  give  up  their  slaves  ?  No !  never,  until  you 
go  to  the  conscientious  and  show  them  that  slavery  is  a  sin 
against  their  fellow-men,  their  country,  and  their  God — to  the 
mass  of  the  people,  and  show  them  that  slavery  is  contrary  to 
their  interests,  their  comfort,  their  safety,  and  national  prosperity. 
With  respect  to  those  who  will  not  regard  moral  principle,  the 
welfare  of  their  neighbors  and  country,  you  must  do  a  work  for 
them  at  the  ballot-box — vote  down  the  system.  This  is  consti¬ 
tutional'  and  right.  The  people  have  a  right  to  remove,  in  a  con¬ 
stitutional  manner,  that  which  is  a  manifest  injury  to  their  coun¬ 
try.  Washington,  writing  to  Lafayette  concerning  emancipation 
in  our  country,  said  :  “  It  certainly  might  and  ought  to  be  effect¬ 
ed,  and  that,  too,  by  legislative  authority.” 

But  colonization  will  never  remove  slavery.  As  colonization 
advances,  slavery  will  be  tightened.  When  the  free  colored  pop¬ 
ulation  are  removed,  as  colonizationists  themselves  teach,  “  the 
slaves  will  be  more  secure.”  Hence  they  will  be  more  valuable 
to  the  master.  As  free  laborers  are  removed,  there  will  be  a 
greater  demand  for  slave  labor.  Hence  the  slave  will  be  more 
valuable  to  the  master.  With  this  demand,  too,  there  will 
be  corresponding  efforts  on  the  part  of  slave-breeders  and  traders 
to  increase  the  stock.  Slaves  being  property,  like  other  property, 
will  be  regulated  in  value  by  want  and  supply.  So,  colonization 
will  but  tighten  slavery  upon  us ;  and  at  last,  when  years  of  pre¬ 
cious  time  have  rolled  away,  your  money  squandered,  and  your 
State  impoverished,  as  Virginia  and  other  slave  States  are,  then 
at  last  you  will  have  to  resort  to  legislation  to  improve  the  State 
by  emancipation. 
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But  suppose  you  had  the  money  necessary,  and  the  colored 
people  all  at  your  disposal ;  it  would  then  he  wrong  for  you  to 
send  them — to  compel  them  to  go. 

(1.)  There  would  not  be  one  out  of  a  hundred  who  would  be 
willing  to  go.  If  he  consented,  it  would  be  as  the  man  gives 
up  his  money  when  the  robber’s  pistol  is  pointed  at  -him — he 
chooses  to  do  it  rather  than  meet  death.  So,  some  colored  men 
would  choose  Africa  rather  than  slavery.  But  who  can  do  as 
he  would  be  done  by  and  compel  him  to  do  this?  Do  you  say  it 
will  be  better  for  him  ?  Then  we  reply,  of  that  he  should  be 
the  sole  judge.  If  you  assume  the  right  to  judge  for  him,  then  a 
man  who  professes  to  have  more  intelligence  and  power  may 
judge  for  you  and  send  you  along  with  the  slaves.  Absurd  and 
unrighteous  as  is  this  mode  of  action,  yet  more  than  one  half  of 
those  sent  out  by  the  American  Colonization  Society  have  been 
sent  in  this  way.  “  One  thousand  six  hundred  and  eighty-seven 
free  colored  persons  went  to  Liberia  up  to  September,  1843. 
Ninety-seven  others  who  had  purchased  their  freedom,  and  two 
thousand  three  hundred  and  eighty-four  who  were  emancipated,” 
that  is,  when  they  got  to  Liberia.  Out  of  thirty-four  who  went 
from  Kentucky  in  1846,  two  of  them  only  were  free-born.  Two 
of  the  thirty-four  were  free-born,  the  rest  were  set  free  to  go  to 
Liberia*— that  is,  they  were  put  into  the  hands  of  the  Coloniza¬ 
tion  Society,  that  they  might  be  made  free  in  Liberia ;  or  they 
were  to  be  free  on  condition  that  they  would  go  to  Liberia.  No 
man  can  do  this,  and  do  as  he  would  be  done  by. 

Still  further,  had  you  the  means,  had  you  the  men  at  your 
disposal,  and  had  you  their  consent ;  still,  it  would  be  wrong  and 
unchristian  in  you  to  send  them,  because  of  the  great  mortality 
or  number  of  deaths  that  would  ensue.  Of  the  four  thousand 
one  hundred  and  sixty-eight  who  were  colonized  from  this  coun¬ 
try  in  Liberia,  eight  hundred  and  seventy-four  died  of  African 
fever  alone.  This  is  a  disease  which  all  take  who  go  there  from 
this  country.  In  their  seasoning  nearly  one  fourth  have  died  of 
this  disease  alone ;  and  all  must  have  it.  One  hundred  and 
eight  returned  to  the  United  States.  Sixty-eight  left  Liberia 
for  other  countries.  One  hundred  and  ninety-seven  removed 
to  Sierra  Leone.  Four  hundred  and  twenty-six  have  died 
from  other  diseases,  casualties,  Ac., — leaving  two  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  sixty-eight.  This  in  twenty-five  years  is 


*  For  the  above  two  quotations,  see  the  Annual  Report  of  the  Kentucky 
Colonization  Society  for  1846. 
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a  great  and  useless  mortality;  and  colonizationists  are  respon¬ 
sible  for  it.  After  adding  two  hundred  and  eighty-six  re-cap¬ 
tured  Africans  to  four  thousand  one  hundred  and  sixty-eight, 
that  went  out  from  the  United  States,  the  Kentucky  Coloniza¬ 
tion  Society  report  two  thousand  two  hundred  and  fifty-seven 
living  up  to  September,  1843,  out  of  four  thousand  four  hun¬ 
dred  and  fifty-four.  (See  the  Report  for  1846.)  Now  here 
is  a  useless  destruction  of  lives.  It  is  a  murderous  policy.  How 
much  better  for  the  poor  African,  had  the  same  money  and  labor 
been  bestowed  in  improviug  his  condition  in  this  land,  where  he 
could  have  enjoyed  health,  and  life,  and  liberty.  We  have  been 
indirectly  guilty  of  the  murder  of  hundreds  of  our  fellow-beings, 
and  that  for  the  sake  of  gratifying  an  unholy  prejudice. 

The  ground  of  the  Colonization  Society  in  removing  the  people 
of  color  to  Africa,  or  any  other  place,  is  that  there  is  a  prejudice 
against  them.  This  is  assumed  as  a  ground  of  colonization. 
(See  Af.  Repos.,  v.  51,  vii.  230,  231.)  It  is  declared  that  “in¬ 
vincible  prejudice  excludes  them  from  the  enjoyment  of  the 
society  of  the  whites,  and  denies  to  them  all  the  advantages  of 
freemen.”  (Af.  Repos.,  vi.  17:)  It  is  known  to  all  men  that 
this  is  the  chief  ground  of  action.  But  is  it  a  ground  on  which 
any  man  ought  to  act  ?  On  the  same  ground  we  might  colonize 
the  brethren  of  the  Methodist,  Baptist,  or  Presbyterian  Church. 
On  the  same  ground  we  might  colonize  you,  dear  reader,  because 
there  may  be  a  prejudice  against  you. 

This  prejudice  against  color  is  sinful ;  one  which  God  has 
most  signally  punished.  The  wife  of  Moses  was  an  Ethiopian. 
Miriam,  his  sister,  scoffed  at  him — “  spake  against  him  because 
of  the  Ethiopian  woman  whom  he  had  married.”  God,  in  a 
most  signal  manner,  struck  her  with  the  leprosy  :  “  She  became 
leprous,  white  as  snow.”  This  prejudice  against  color  is  no  less 
sinful  and  displeasing  to  God  now  than  then ;  and  a  day  of 
retribution  will  come  to  us  also,  dear  reader.  How,  colonization, 
instead  of  rebuking  this  sinful  prejudice,  encourages ,  feeds,  and 
perpetuates  it. 

Well,  says  one,  “African  colonization  is  inexpedient,  but  let 
us  colonize  the  slaves  to  a  part  of  our  own  continent.”  Then  we 
answer : 

(1.)  The  principle  will  be  the  same  as  in  the  former — it  will 
be  on  the  ground  of  a  sinful  prejudice. 

(2.)  We  have  no  right  to  do  so,  only  with  their  own  choice 
after  they  shall  have  become  freemen,  with  the  immunities  of 
freemen.  Then,  if  they  wash  to  go,  we  are  willing  to  aid  them 
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in  getting  a  home  of  their  choice.  But  to  compel  them  to  go  is 
oppressive,  unjust,  and  unchristian.  It  is  treating  an  innocent 
man  as  a  criminal. 

(3.)  You  have  first  of  ail  to  get  him  free  from  the  claims  of 
his  master.  The  first  work  that  every  man  has  to  aim  at  is 
emancipation. 

“Well,”  says  one,  “  if  emancipation  takes  place  here  on  the 
soil,  then  we  shall  have  amalgamation  and  all  that  sort  of  thing.” 
Many  are  perfectly  horrified  at  the  very  idea  of  such  a  result. 
But  let  us  be  calm  a  moment,  look  at  facts,  and  listen  to  the 
voice  of  reason. 

1st.  In  those  States  of  our  Union  where  emancipation  has 
taken  place,  there  is  not  the  hundredth  part  of  amalgamation 
that  is  found  in  the  slave  States.  Every  man  who  has  travelled 
out  of  the  smoke  of  his  father’s  chimney  knows  this  fact.  Hon. 
Thomas  Morris,  speaking  on  this  point,  in  the  Senate  of  the 
United  States,  says  : — 

“  A  colony  of  blacks,  some  three  or  four  hundred,  were  set¬ 
tled,  some  fifteen  or  twenty  years  since,  in  the  county  of  Brown, 
a  few  miles  distant  from  my  former  residence  in  Ohio,  and  I  was 
told  by  a  person  living  near  them,  a  country  merchant  with 
whom  they  dealt,  when  conversing  with  him  on  this  very  sub¬ 
ject,  that  he  knew  of  but  one  instance  of  a  mulatto  child  being 
born  amongst  them  for  the  last  fifteen  years  ;  and  I  venture  the 
assertion,  had  this  same  colony  been  settled  in  a  slave  State,  the 
cases  of  a  like  kind  would  have  been  far  more  numerous.  I 
repeat  again,  in  the  words  of  Dr.  Channing,  it  is  a  slave  country 
that  reeks  with  licentiousness  of  this  kind,  and  for  proof  I  refer 
to  the  opinions  of  Judge  Harper,  of  North  Carolina,  in  his  de¬ 
fense  of  Southern  slavery.” 

2d.  If  it  be  claimed  that,  emancipation  taking  place,  amalga¬ 
mation  will  eventually  follow,  we  reply  : 

(1.)  Perpetuation  of  slavery  will  not  prevent  the  feigned  ca¬ 
lamity.  The  process  is  now  going  on  rapidly,  illegally,  and 
shamefully. 

(2.)  Should  emancipation  take  place,  and  amalgamation 
eventually  ensue,  voluntarily  and  legally,  as  it  would  theD  be, 
there  would  be  in  it  no  sin,  no  crime.  We  do  not  learn  from  the 
Bible  that  God  ever  regarded  it  as  a  crime  in  Moses  to  marry 
the  Ethiopian  woman.  This  may  be  contrary  to  the  feelings  of 
some,  but  this  should  not  prevent  us  from  doing  justice  to  the 
wronged,  especially  as  no  one  would  be  compelled  to  make  such 
a  choice.  The  words  of  the  venerable  David  Rice,  delivered  in 
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the  Convention  which  framed  the  first  Constitution  of  Kentucky, 
1792,  are  pertinent : — 

“To  plead  this  [pride]  as  a  reason  for  the  continuation  of 
slavery,  is  to  plead  the  fear  that  we  should  disgrace  ourselves,  as 
a  reason  why  we  should  do  injustice  to  others  ;  to  plead  that  wo 
may  continue  in  guilt  for  fear  the  features  and  complexion  of 
our  posterity  should  he  spoiled.  We  should  recollect  that  it  is 
too  late  to  prevent  this  great  imaginary  evil;  the  matter  is 
already  gems  beyond  recovery  ;  for  it  may  be  proved,  with  math¬ 
ematical  certainty,  that,  if  things  go  on  in  the  present  channel, 
the  future  inhabitants  of  America  will  inevitably  be  mulattoes. 

“  How  often  have  men  children  by  their  own  slaves,  by  their 
fathers’  slaves,  or  the  slaves  of  their  neighbors  !  How  fast  is  the 
number  of  mulattoes  increasing  in  every  part  of  the  land !  Visit 
the  little  towns  and  villages  to  the  eastward,  visit  the  seats  of 
gentlemen  who  abound  in  slaves,  and  see  how  they  swarm  on 
every  hand.  All  the  children  of  mulattoes  will  be  mulattoes, 
and  the  whites  are  daily  adding  to  the  number,  which  will  con¬ 
tinually  increase  the  proportion  of  mulattoes.  Thus  this  evil  is 
coming  upon  us  in  a  way  much  more  disgracef  ul  and  unnatural 
than  intermarriages.  Fathers  will  have  their  own  children  for 
slaves,  and  leave  them  as  an  inheritance  to  their  children.  Men 
will  possess  their  brothers  and  sisters  as  their  property,  leave 
them  to  their  heirs,  or  sell  them  to  strangers.  Youth  will  have 
their  gray-headed  uncles  and  aunts  for  slaves,  call  them  their 
property ,  and  transfer  them  to  others.  Men  will  humble  their 
own  sisters,  or  even  their  aunts,  to  gratify  their  lust.  A  hard¬ 
hearted  master  will  not  know  whether  he  has  a  blood-relation,  a 
brother  or  a  sister,  an  uncle  or  an  aunt,  or  a  stranger  of  Africa, 
under  his  scourging  hand.  This  is  not  the  work  of  imagination ; 
it  has  been  frequently  realized.  The  worst  that  can  be  made  of 
this  objection,  ugly  as  it  is,  is  that  it  would  be  hastening  an  evil 
in  an  honest  way  which  we  are  already  bringing  on  ourselves  in 
a  way  that  is  absolutely  dishonest,  perfectly  shameful,  and  ex¬ 
tremely  criminal.  This  objection  then  can  have  no  weight  with 
a  reasonable  man ,  who  can  divest  himself  of  his  prejudices  and 
his  pride,  and  view  the  matter  as  really  circumstanced.  The  evil 
■  is  inevitable ;  but  as  it  is  a  prejudice  of  education,  it  would  be  an 
evil  only  in  its  approach ;  as  it  drew  near,  it  would  decrease ; 
when  fully  come,  it  woo'd  cease  to  exist.” 

But  do  you  again  object  and  say,  “  They  will  become  a  pilfer¬ 
ing  set,  and  a  constant  pest  to  society”?  Then  we  answer, 
they  will  not  pilfer  as  much  in  a  state  of  freedom  as  they 
15* 
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now  do  in  a  state  of  slavery.  Facts  show  that  there  is  not  the 
tenth  part  of  theft  amongst  the  colored  people  of  the  free  States 
that  there  is  amongst  our  slaves.  We  have  previously  pointed 
out  reasons  why  they  do,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  steal  more  in  a 
state  of  slavery  than  in  a  state  of  freedom.  If.  they  in  any 
other  manner  violate  the  laws  and  peace  of  society,  then  there 
are  laws  to  punish  and  restrain  them,  as  white  men  are  punished 
and  restrained.  Most  persons,  in  their  evil  forebodings,  seem  to 
forget  this  fact. 

Do  you  again  object,  and  say,  “There  will  he  old  persons 
and  children  who  cannot  take  care  of  themselves”  ?  For  these 
there  is  also  provision  made.  It  is  the  duty  of  our  county  courts 
to  see  that  all  children  who  have  not  good  homes  are  bound  out 
and  provided  for  until  they  are  of  age.*  As  for  those  who  are 
old  and  infirm,  we  have  poor-houses  for  such  ;  and  it  will  not 
cost  us  the  hundredth  part  to  take  care  of  the  few  who  cannot 
provide  for  themselves,  that  it  now  does  to  sustain  our  system  of 
slavery.  Facts  prove  this.  The  truth  is,  reader,  it  is  safer,  it  is 
easier,  it  is  cheaper,  to  do  right  than  to  do  wrong.  Facts  prove 
this  also. 

Do  you  once  more  object,  and  say,  “It  is  a  breach  of  faith 
for  government  to  encourage  masters  to  invest  property  in  slaves, 
and  afterwards  withdraw  protection  from  such  property  ”  ?  We 
answer : 

(!•)  Governments  have  no  right  to  violate  the  very  end  for 
which  they  were  formed — “  the  protection  of  rights  ”• — the 
rights  of  all  their  subjects.  Governments  have  no  right  to  en¬ 
courage  or  allow  one  part  of  their  subjects  to  rob  others  of  the 
very  rights  which  governments  are  designed  to  protect. 

(2.)  No  man  has  a  right  to  commit  a  manifest  sin  in  enslav¬ 
ing  his  fellow-man  under  the  paper  protection  of  governments. 
And  because  the  master  has  been  unwise  or  reckless  in  the  outlay 
of  a  little  money,  that  is  no  reason  why  the  slave  should  be 
robbed  of  that  which  by  nature  belongs  to  him — his  liberty. 
The  slave  too  has  rights ,  as  well  as  his  master. 


*  I  suppose  that  masters  might  remain  as  guardians  over  the  servant 
children  of  their  households  (when  the  children  have  not  parents  to  take 
care  of  them)  until  they  are  twenty-one.  The  moment  a  man  records  his 
slaves  free  at  a  certain  age,  he  ceases  to  be  a  slaveholder  ;  he  has  given 
up  the  right  of  property  in  man  ;  he  exercises  only  a  guardianship  over 
them.  He  will  be  guilty  of  oppression  if  he  extends  his  control  beyond  a 
proper  time  for  their  freedom. 
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(3.)  Governments  always  have  claimed  the  right  of  correcting 
abuses,  and  we  have,  in  our  Declaration  of  Independence,  pro¬ 
claimed  to  the  world,  “  that  to  secure  the  inalienable  rights  of 
life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness,  governments  are  in¬ 
stituted  among  men,  deriving  their  just  powers  from  the  consent 
of  the  governed ;  that  whenever  any  form  of  governmet  becomes 
destructive  of  these  ends,  it  is  the  right  of  the  people  to  alter 
and  abolish  it,  and  to  institute  a  new  government,  laying  its 
foundation  on  such  principles,  and  organizing  its  powers  in  such 
form,  as  to  them  shall  seem  most  likely  to  effect  their  safety  and 
happiness.”  Manifestly,  we  have  the  right  to  alter  our  laws  on 
this  subject,  which  are  manifestly  oppressive  to  the  slave,  and 
destructive  of  the  safety  and  happiness  of  the  white  man. 

When  anti-slavery  men  plead  for  the  peaceful  and  constitu¬ 
tional  abolition  of  slavery,  some  people  object,  and  say,  “Ab¬ 
olitionists  are  interfering  with  the  rights  of  the  master.”  They 
seem  to  forget  that  the  slave  has  rights,  as  well  as  the  master — 
rights  which  are  “  inalienable,”  and,  by  consequence,  neither  the 
master  nor  legislatures  can  alienate  them.  Also,  the  non-slave¬ 
holders  have  a  right  to  a  redress  of  grievances.  Slavery  is 
a  grievance  to  them.  No  government  may  promote  the  interest 
of  the  few  at  the  expense  of  the  many. 

But,  says  another,  “I  have  raised  my  slaves.”  So  you  have, 
(unless  they  have  raised  themselves  and  you  too,)  and  you  have 
raised  your  son,  who  is  now  twenty-one  ;  and  may  you  therefore 
hold  him  as  a  slave  ?  No  !  says  the  world.  If,  then,  you  may 
not  enslave  your  son,  much  less  may  you  enslave  the  son  of 
another  man. 

Another  objects,  and  says,  “The  law  requires  me  to  give 
security  for  their  maintenance,  provided  they  shall  fall  as  a  charge 
upon  the  State.”  We  answer  :  (1.)  The  law  is  unnecessary  and 
unjust,  and  we  should  seek  its  repeal  as  soon  as  possible,  refusing 
to  vote  for  any  man  who  will  not  labor  for  its  repeal ;  then  it  will 
soon  be  repealed.  (2.)  In  the  mean  time,  either  give  security 
for  the  poor  man  who  has  toiled  for  you  and  your  children,  or 
else,  if  you  live  in  Kentucky,  take  him  across  the  river,  where  the 
law  requiring  security  is,  as  it  should  be,  a  dead  letter.  Let 
your  light  shine,  and  your  influence  be  felt,  and  soon,  in  our 
own  State,  there  will  be  no  inconvenience  on  this  point. 

Again,  do  you  object,  “  that  in  some  States  the  laws  posi¬ 
tively  forbid  emancipation,  by  requiring  the  freed  man  to  be  sold 
again  into  slavery ” ?  We  answer:  (1.)  Such  laws  are  unjust 
and  oppressive,  and  have  no  more  right  to  require  this  of  you, 
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and  trammel  the  poor  slave,  than  Pharaoh  had  to  require  the 
children  of  Israel  to  make  brick  without  straw;  or  that  they 
should  not  go  out  to  sacrifice  without  his  consent.  Liberty  is 
an  inalienable  right,  and  the  province  of  governments  is  to  pro¬ 
tect  men  in  the  erfjoyment  of  it.  Let  us  seek  the  immediate 
repeal  of  such  laws.  (2.)  Take  your  slaves  (to  whom  you 
should  do  as  you  would  be  done  by)  to  a  free  State ;  then  they 
will  be  free.  (3.)  If  you  cannot  do  this,  set  them  free  where 
they  are :  free  your  own  skirts  from  the  sin  of  oppression,  and 
cease  to  set  a  wicked  example.  Soon  a  public  conscience  will  be 
formed,  and  none  will  have  the  hardihood  to  molest  the  freed 
man.  So  it  was  in  South  Carolina  when  the  Quakers  set  their 
slaves  free. 

Again,  do  you  say,  you  have  not  had  your  slave  long,  and 
you  think  he  ought  to  stay  until  he  pays  for  himself  ?  We 
answer:  (1.)  it  is  not  his  fault  that  you  paid  out  your  surplus 
money  for  a  man,  who  is  innocent,  and  rightfully  belongs  to  him¬ 
self.  He  ought  not  to  suffer  oppression,  the  robbery  of  his 
dearest  rights,  because  of  your  and  other  persons'  wrong  acts. 
(2.)  Were  you  the  slave, you  would  not  like  the  master  to  be  the 
sole  judge  of  the  time  when  the  debt  would  be  liquidated.  You 
would  think  the  time  long,  and  the  lot  oppressive.  (3.)  Should 
you  die  before  the  time,  or  become  involved  in  debt,  then  your 
slave  will  be  seized  by  law,  and  sold  into  perpetual  bondage.  In 
addition  to  all  this,  your  example,  as  a  slaveholder,  will  be  seen 
by  the  world.  You  will  lend  your  name  and  influence  in  society 
to  perpetuate  one  of  the  greatest  evils  that  ever  befell  your 
country,  and  the  Church  of  Christ ;  a  crime  against  your  fellow- 
man,  and  a  sin  against  God.  Should  you  buy  a  slave  in  order 
that  he  may  be  free  by  working  out  his  purchase  money,  free 
him,  and  take  his  obligation  for  the  amount,  if  you  are  not  able 
to  give  it  to  him.  Or  if  he  is  a  minor,  see  to  it  that  a  deed  of 
emancipation  is  immediately  recorded,  securing  his  freedom  in  the 
event  you  shall  die.  Also,  thus  he  will  be  only  a  bound  boy, 
and  your  example  cannot  be  plead  as  a  slaveholder.  Lastly,  do 
you  say,  “  I  bought  my  slave  at  his  request,  to  keep  him  from 
being  separated  from  his  family,  and  from  enduring  cruel  treat¬ 
ment.  I  did  it  as  an  act  of  mercy  ”  ?  We  answer:  (1.)  Carry 
your  mercy  a  little  further,  as  the  primitive  Christians  used  to  do, 
and  let  him  or  her  have  their  entire  liberty — their  “inalienable 
rights.”  Though  you  may  have  rescued  him  or  her  from  the 
robber’s  hands,  that  does  not  justify  you  in  continuing  to  be  a 
robber,  a  withholder  of  the  “inalienable  rights”  of  man.  You 
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are  doing  th,e  same  thing,  in  quality,  that  the  former  master  was 
doing ;  the  quantity  of  suffering  is  a  little  diminished.  (2.) 
When  you  die,  you  will  entail  upon  the  slave  and  his  posterity 
the  horrors  of  bondage  ;  and  upon  your  own  posterity,  the  accu¬ 
mulating  evils  and  vices  of  slavery.  I  am  myself  a  witness  of 
the  evils  of  these  supposed  and  former  good  intentions.  To 
relieve  momentary  and  individual  pain,  you  accumulate,  in  a 
thousand  cases,  future  woe.  You  do  (if  your  heart  don’t 
deceive,  you  in  the  desire  for  a  little  ease)  a  little  good,  result¬ 
ing  in  much  evil.  (3.)  The  world  is  a  stranger  to  your  present 
motives,  and  your  example  is  seen  and  plead  as  a  wilful  slave¬ 
holder.  You  give  your  example  and  influence  to  perpetuate 
upon  your  fellow-men,  and  your  country,  the  admitted  and 
enormous  evil.  And  all  your  more  kind  actions,  while  still  a 
slaveholder,  serve  only  to  salve  over  the  horrors  of  slavery,  and 
perpetuate  on  us  the  great  evil.  Oh  !  it  is  these  kind  masters  that 
perpetuate  slavery.  If  it  had  been  left  only  in  the  hands  of  the 
cruel,  our  country  would  have  spurned  it  long  since.  It  is  not 
the  example  of  the  sot,  hut  the  example  of  the  moderate  dram- 
drinker,  that  makes  dram-drinking  tolerable,  and  thereby  multi¬ 
plies  drunkards  in  our  midst.  So  it  is  the  example  of  these  kind 
masters  that  makes  slavery  tolerable;  throws  a  delusive  veil 
over  its  true  nature,  and  perpetuates  the  untold  evil.  Fellow- 
man  !  wash  your  hands  in  innocency.  • 

Do  you  say,  “  I  cannot  afford  to  lose  so  much — I  want  gov¬ 
ernment  to  pay  me  for  my  slaves”?  We  reply:  (1.)  What 
would  you  think  of  the  dram-seller  who  should  ask  govern¬ 
ment  to  pay  him  to  quit  poisoning  his  neighbors?  And, 
upon  second  reflection,  what  do  you  think  of  yourself  for 
asking  government  to  pay  you  to  quit  oppressing  your  poor, 
unoffending  fellow-beings  ?  Must  you  be  paid  to  do  that 
which  is  right  ?  (2.)  When  you  have  freed  the  poor  man  or 

woman,  you  will  be  as  rich,  or  richer,  in  this  world’s  goods 
than  he  or  she  will  be.  (3.)  The  Christians  at  Ephesus,  when 
they  saw  that  they  were  making  their  living  in  a  wrong  manner, 
“brought  their  books  together  and  burned  them  before  all  men  ; 
and  they  counted  the  price  of  them,  and  found  it  fifty  thousand 
pieces  of  silver.”  Acts  xix.  19.  As  Christ  said  to  the  lawyer, 
“  go  thou  and  do  likewise make  sacrifice  rather  than  do 
wrong.  Shrink  not  from  the  work  of  duty  because  it  may  bo 
attended  with  difficulties  of  any  kind.  It  is  a  well-known  prin¬ 
ciple  in  law  and  morals,  that  we  may  never  take  advantage  of 
our  own  wrongs,  to  perpetuate  evils  on  others. 
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And  now,  respected  reader,  in  conclusion,  Jet  me.  saj,  if  you 
and  I  have  been  either  practical  slaveholders,  or  simply  non¬ 
slaveholders,  but  sustainers  of  the  laws  that  help  the  slaveholder 
to  do  his  work  of  oppression  to  man,  and  moral  and  political 
death  to  the  nation,  though  it  may  cost  us  time,  money,  perse¬ 
cution  and  public  commotion,  let  us  do  so  no  more.  Let  us 
“remember  those  in  bonds  as  bound  with  them,”  by  breaking 
every  yoke,  and  labor  to  induce  our  neighbors  to  do  the  same. 
If,  by  faith  in  God  and  persevering  effort,  you  succeed  in  remov¬ 
ing  this  great  evil,  you  will  wipe  out  the  darkest  spot  on  your 
nation’s  escutcheon,  and  achieve  the  most  glorious  triumph  writ¬ 
ten  upon  the  scroll  of  time.  The  living  will  praise  you ;  posterity 
will  hail  you  as  the  benefactor  of  mankind ;  and  best  of  all, 
Christ  Jesus  will  hail  you,  at  the  judgment  morn,  with  the  plau¬ 
dit,  “  Well  done,  thou  good  and  faithful  servant “  inasmuch  as  ye 
have  done  it  unto  one  of  the  least  of  these  my  brethren,  ye 
have  done  it  unto  me “  enter  thou  into  the  joys  of  thy  Lord.” 
Amen,  and  Amen. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  you  refuse  to  co-operate  with  your 
fellow-men  in  removing  this  growing  curse,  then  calamity,  un¬ 
told  and  inevitable,  awaits  you*  and  your  posterity.  Never  has 
it  been  known  that  any  people  remained  perpetually  in  bondage. 
Either  they  have  risen  in  their  own  strength,  by  the  aid  of  allies, 
or  by  the  arm  of  God,  and  avenged  their  wrongs.  The  slaves 
in  our  midst  are  fast  increasing  on  us.  We  are  growing  fewer 
in  number  and  weaker  in  body.  The  North,  the  East,  the  West, 
are  fast  becoming  alienated  from  us,  because  of  our  oppression — 
of  our  wrongs  and  usurpations.  Other  nations  are  looking  upon 
us  with  feelings  of  righteous  indignation.  Three  millions  of 
slaves  in  our  midst  are  ready  to  rise  at  the  tap  of  a  drum.  The 
day  is  fast  approaching  when  forbearance  will  cease  to  be  a 
virtue ;  and,  oh !  my  brethren,  what  can  we  do  in  the  day  of 
calamity,  when  our  iniquities  are  being  visited  on  our  owrn  heads, 
and  the  vials  of  God’s  wrath  are  poured  out  upon  us  ?  We  can,  if 
we  will,  avert  the  impending  ruin.  If  we  do  duty  to  the  slave, 
he  will  become  our  friend ;  the  world  will  become  our  friend ; 
God  will  become  our  friend.  We  shall  be  stable  and  prosperous 
by  virtuous  action  ;  stand  as  a  beacon  to  the  world ;  and  continue 
a  fountain  of  good  until  liberty,  enrobed  in  light,  shall  wave  her 
lovely  flag  triumphant  over  every  land,  and  the  olive  of  peace 
deck  the  brow  of  every  nation. 

Action  is  glory  won ;  but  refusing  to  act  is  treason  to  your 
country,  rebellion  to  God,  and  treachery  to  man. 
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This  pamphlet  has  just  issued  from  the  press,  and  it  is  intended,  we 
understand,  to  give  it  a  wide  circulation  in  Kentucky  and  elsewhere.  We 
have  been  assured  by  a  gentleman  who  has  resided  in  Kentucky,  that  Mr. 
Fee's  writings  are  held  in  high  estimation,  and  are  eagerly  sought  after, 
especially  by  the  great  body  of  the  people.  When  it  is  considered  that  it 
has  been  claimed,  by  many  influential  persons  in  that  State,  that  slavery  is 
not  sinful  in  itself,  a  well-written  argument  drawn  from  reason  and  Scrip¬ 
ture  to  the  contrary  cannot  be  considered  unnecessary.  This  pamphlet  is 
well  printed,  and  is  well  adapted  to  general  circulation  both  in  slave  and 
free  States ;  for  there  are  some  even  here,  ministers  and  laymen,  who  deny 
the  sinfulness  of  slavery  in  all  cases.  We  trust  the  friends  of  Freedom 
will  send  their  orders,  and  aid  in  the  wide  circulation  of  this  seasonable 
and  able  essay.  If  sent  through  the  mail,  the  new  law  requires  the  postage 
to  be  pre-paid.  L.  T. 


Will  soon  be  Published,  as  above, 

NON-FELLOWSHIP  WITH  SLAVEHOLDERS,  THE  DUTY  OF 

CHRISTIANS. 


By  J Ohs  G.  Fee. 

This  pamphlet  will  be  found  to  be  written  in  a  calm  and  argumentative 
style,  with  the  Christian  fidelity  peculiar  to  the  author.  No  reasonable 
man,  much  less  any  true  Christian,  will  be  displeased  at  an  author's 
putting  forth  his  honest  views  on  this  subject,  after  deliberate  and  prayer¬ 
ful  consideration,  however  much  they  may  seem  opposed  to  his  own  long- 
cherished  opinions,  or  the  sentiments  of  those  he  has  been  accustomed  to 
revere  as  fathers  in  the  Church.  So  much  light  has  been  diffused  on  the 
subject  of  slaveholding,  throughout  this  country,  that  few,  if  any,  intelligent 
persons  can  be  wholly  ignorant  of  the  arguments  used  to  sustain  and  those 
used  to  abolish  the  system,  or  its  connection  with  the  Church  and  the 
people  at  large.  The  religious  public  seem  divided  in  opinion,  not  so 
much  with  regard  to  the  moral  character  of  slaveholding,  as  to  its  sinful¬ 
ness.  One  portion  consider  the  system  an  evil,  but  not  necessarily  sinful, 
while  the  other  holds  that  the  relation  is  always  sinful.  The  former  con- 


II 


ADVERTISEMENTS. 


sider  what  are  called  the  abuses  of  slaveholding  a  subject  of  investigation 
and  discipline,  while  the  latter  believe  that  slaveholding  is  primd  facie 
evidence  of  guilt.  The  one  prefers  to  rely  upon  the  “  mining  and  sapping 
process”  of  Cliristianity,  as  it  is  called,  to  work  out,  “in  due  time,”  the 
emancipation*of  tpe  slaves ;  while  the  other  relies,  under  God,  on  the  imme¬ 
diate  action  of  Christian  men  to  extirpate  a  moral  leprosy  that  has  infected 
the  Church  as  well  as  the  State,  and  threatens  death  to  both. 

It  has  been  argued,  that  as  God  alone  can  read  the  hearts  of  men,  and 
know  who  are  and  who  are  not  Christians,  it  is  highly  presumptuous  in 
any  man,  or  any  church,  to  refuse  fellowshipping  as  a  Christian  one  who 
professes  to  be  a  Christian,  and  who  gives  the  usual  evidences  of  having 
been  born  again.  Non-fellowship  is  deemed  by  such  as  equivalent  to  a 
declaration  that  the  rejected  person  is  not  a  Christiari.  But  they  make  a 
sad  mistake,  although  grave  and  learned  ministers,  and  private  professors 
not  a  few,  have  fallen  into  it.  Refusing  to  recognize  a  person  as  a  Chris¬ 
tian  on  account  of  some  gross  immorality,  or  supposed  immorality,  is  not 
saying  the  person  is  not  a  Christian ;  it  is  merely  saying,  as  it  respects  the 
deficiency  or  ground  of  complaint,  he  does  not  give  evidence  that  he  is  a 
Christian.  He  is  treated  as  if  he  were  the  subject  of  discipline  ;  as  if,  not¬ 
withstanding  his  professions  and  general  character,  he  is  in  the  practice  of 
that  which  brings  his  religious  profession  into  suspicion ;  and  that  until  he 
gives  clear  evidence  of  the  genuineness  of  his  profession  by  repentance  and 
reformation,  he  should  be  excluded  from  the  privileges  of  the  Christian 
Church.  This  is  reasonable,  and  it  is  Christian  also.  If  the  most  devoted 
minister  of  the  laud  should  unhappily  fall  into  the  Habit  of  using  intoxicating 
drinks,  it  is  believed  that  all  who  have  any  claim  to  being  considered 
Christians  would  say  at  once,  such  a  man  should  be  debarred  church  privi¬ 
leges,  as,  notwithstanding  his  past  life  and  general  conduct,  he  evinces,  by 
the  practice  of  intemperance,  that  he  does  not  give  the  evidence  negessary 
that  he  is  a  Christian,  and  ought  not  to  be  in  good  and  regular  standing  in 
the  church. 

It  is  right  and  proper,  then,  for  those  who  conscientiously  believe  slave¬ 
holding  to  be  sinful,  and  the  slaveholder  a  transgressor,  to  refuse  fellow¬ 
shipping  him  as  a  Christian,  while,  in  some  cases,  they  may  charitably  hope 
that  he  may  possibly  be  a  Christian.  No  fair-minded  slaveholding  pro¬ 
fessor  of  Christianity,  no  real  Christian,  can  justly  dissent  from  this.  Away 
then  with  the  charge  of  presumption,  of  being  wise  above  what  is  written, 
of  pretending  to  read  the  hearts  of  men,  of  excluding  men  from  the  Church 
who  are  accepted  of  the  Lord.  It  is  to  be  hoped  that  this  treatise  of  Mr. 
Fee  "will  be  read  with  candor,  and  that  the  subject  will  receive  the  serious 
and  prayerful  consideration  of  all  who  profess  to  love  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
in  sincerity  and  truth ;  remembering  the  memorable  words  of  an  eminent 
minister  of  the  gospel,  whose  praise  is  in  all  the  churches:  “  There  is  no 

POWER  OUT  OF  THE  CHURCH  THAT  COULD  SUSTAIN  SLAVERY  AN  HOUR,  IF  IT 

were  not  sustained  by  it  and  the  injunction  of  the  great  apostle : 

“ Therefore  come  out  from  among  them,  and  be  ye  separate,  saith  the  Lord'.' 

L.  T. 


